Google 


This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 

to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 

to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 

are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  maiginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 

publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  tliis  resource,  we  liave  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 
We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  fivm  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attributionTht  GoogXt  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  in  forming  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liabili^  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.   Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 

at|http: //books  .google  .com/I 


I 


'W 


JNtA 
V   1 


J 


(■■    ^r  \ 


nn i — -v 


^ 


I 


^ 


A   SELECTION 


OF 


SUPREME  COURT  CASES 


f 
IN  ^ 


NEW  SOUTH  WALES, 


FROM    1825  TO   1862. 


COMPILED  BY 


J.   GORDON  LE^GE,  M.A.,  LL-B. 

(barrister- AT-LAW. ) 


<  • 


>         y 


CHARLES  POTTER,  60 VERNMSfrr  PRINTER,  PHILUP-STREET. 


1896. 

IBerfittered  under  the  Copyright  Act^  1879.} 


2:>4511 


^/ 


»  •      • 


•       • 


»  »  • 


t     ~*        •• ' 


••     • 


•     ♦         • 


PREFACE. 


From  the  foundation  of  the  Supreme  Court  under  the  statute 
9  Geo.  IV,  cap.  83,  to  the  year  1862,  no  authorised  reports  of 
the  decisions  of  the  Court  were  published,  excepting  a  small 
volume  of  "  Reserved  Judgments,"  reprinted  from  the  Sydney 
Morning  Herald.  The  majority  of  the  cases  decided  during 
that  period  were,  however,  well  reported  by  the  Sydney  Gazette y 
the  Sydney  Herald  (afterwards  the  Sydney  Morning  Herald), 
and  other  newspapers  (i).  Three  hundred  cases,  selected 
from  this  period,  have  been  reprinted  here,  their  value  con- 
sisting in  the  fact  that  they  deal  with  one  or  more  of  the 
following  subjects,  viz.,  the  applicability  of  English  statutes 
and  Common  law  principles  to  New  South  Wales,  the  con- 
struction of  Colonial  statutes,  which  are  either  still  in  force  or 
replaced  by  similar  enactments,  the  jurisdiction  of  Colonial 
Courts,  and  Common  law  i^omts primae  impressionis  or  peculiar 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  Colony. 

That  Mr.  (afterwards  Sir  Archibald)  Michiey  and  Mr.  C  J,  H, 
St.  Julian  (author  of  the  well  known  work  on  Municipalities) 
carried  out  the  law  reporting  of  the  Sydney  Morning  Herald 
during  the  period  embraced  in  these  two  volumes,  is  a 
guarantee  of  the  value  and  accuracy  of  these  reports ;  they 
have,  ftirther,  been  collected  and  noted  by  several  of  the 
Judges  of  the  Court,  and,  on  more  than  one  occasion,  cited 
with  approval  from  the  Bench  (2). 

Of  course  printers'  errors  occur,  but,  for  many  obvious 
reasons,  it  has  been  considered  best  to  reprint  the  judgments 
as  they   have   been  found,   except  where  they  have  been 

(i)  Files  of  these  can  be  seen  at  the  Government  Free  Public  Library  or  in  the  Office 
of  the  Colonial  Secretary. 

(2)  See,  among  other  references,  the  Sydtu^  Morning  Herald^  July  28, 1851,  the  Deiine 
Case,  and  August  i,  i860,  Purves  v,  the  Attomey^Gaieral, 


IV 

corrected  by  their  Honors  in  their  collection  of  printed  judg- 
ments. In  addition  the  compiler  has  had  the  privilege  of 
consulting  the  note  books  of  most  of  Judges,  by  whom  the 
decisions  have  been  given,  and  thus  verifying  the  reports, 
none  of  which  have  been  found  to  contain  errors  that  were 
not  patent  and  superficial.  That  such  is  the  case  will  argue 
in  favor  of  those  reports,  which  could  not  be  thus  verified, 
but,  as  a  further  safeguard,  the  former  class  have  been  dis- 
tinguished by  an  asterisk  in  the  list  of  cases. 

Several  decisions  will  be  found  in  this  work,  which  have 
already  appeared  (in  the  form  of  an  appendix)  in  the  volumes 
of  the  Supreme  Court  Reports^  but,  as  the  latter  are  out  of 
print,  and  will  doubtless  be  shortly  reprinted,  it  was  thought 
advisable  to  include  such  cases  with  the  others  of  the  same 
period. 

The  thanks  of  the  compiler  are  due  to  His  Honor,  the 
present  Chief  Justice,  Sir  Frederick  Darley^  the  late  Chief 
Justice,  Sir  Alfred  StepheUy  and  Mr.  Justice  Stephen^  for  the 
use  of  Judges'  note-books  and  collections  of  printed  judg- 
ments, to  the  proprietors  of  the  Sydney  Morning  Herald  for 
permission  to  reprint  these  reports,  and  to  many  members  of 
the  legal  profession  for  valuable  assistance. 

J.  G.  L. 

Lyndhurst  Chambers, 

Sepiember,  1894. 


Note. — Since  the  completion  of  this  work  considerable  and  unex- 
pected delay  Has  occurred  in  the  printing,  and  the  indulgence  of  the 
legal  profession  is  asked  for  such  inaccuracies  as  may  have  been  over- 
looked in  the  proofs,  the  reading  of  which  has  been  done  in  very  brief 
moments  of  leisure. 


June,  1896. 
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CHIEF  JUSTICES  OP  NEW  SOUTH  "WALES,  1825  TO  1862. 


Nam^ 

Held  Office. 

From 

To 

Forbes,  Sir  Francis,  Ent.... 
Dowling,  Sir  James,  Knt... 
Stephen,  Sir  Alfred,  C.B., 

a.c.M.a. 

13  Oct,  1823 

30  Aug.,  1887 

7  Oct.,  1844 

1  July,  1887 

27  Sept.,  1844 

6  Not.,  1873 

Knighted,    6   April, 

1837.  Died,  8  Nov., 

1841. 
Knighted,    30    Aug., 

1887.  Died  27  Sept., 

1841. 
Still  in  office  in  1862. 

ACTING  CHIEF  JUSTICES. 


Dowling,  James 

Dickinson,  Sir  John  Nodes 


16  April,  1886 
15  Feb.,  1860 


29  Aug.,  1887  ] 
17  Feb.,  1861 


Appointed    C.J.,    30 

Aug.,  1887. 
Retired,  17  Feb.,  1861. 

Knighted,  1860. 


JUDGES  OP  THE  SUPREME  COUBT. 

Wjlde,  John,  LL.B 

Stephen,  John  

Dowling,  James 


Burton,  Sir  William  West- 
brook,  Knt. 


Kinchela,  John,  LL.D.. 
Willis,  John  Walpole  . 

Stephen,  Alfred 

A'Beckett,  Wniiam  .... 
Dickinson,  John  Nodes 
Therry,  Boger 


23  Mar.,  1824 
17  Aug.,  1825 
16  Aug.,  1827 
11  Oct.,  1882 


Manning,  William  Monta- 
gue. 

Milford,  Samuel  Frederick 


Wise,  Edward 


16  April,  1836 
4  Nov.,  1887 
80  April,  1839 
15  July,  1844 
13  Oct,  1844 
1  Feb.,  1846 

12  Jan.,  1848 
1  Jan.,  1856 

15  Feb.,  1860 


12  Feb.,  1825 
1  Jan.,  1883 

15  April,  1836 
6  July,  1844 


4  Nov.,  1837 

^,1843 

6  Oct,  1844 
81  Jan.,  1846 
14  Feb.,  1860 
31  Jan.,  1859 

18  Nov.,  1849 
26  May,  1865 

28  Sept,  1865 


Betumed  to  England, 

12  Feb.,  1825. 
Died,  21  Dec,  1883. 


Appointed     Acting 
C.J.,  April,  1886. 

Appointed  Judffe  of 
Supreme  Court, 
Madras,  1844. 

Died,  21  July,  1845. 

Appointed   Judge  at 

Port  Phillip,  1841. 
Appointed  0.  J.,  7  Oct, 

1844. 
Appointed   Judge   at 

Port  Phillip,  1846. 
Appointed    Acting 

O.J.,  15  Feb.,  1860. 
Appointed   Judge  at 

Port  Phillip,  1845. 

Appointed  JP.J.   in 

E(iuity,  1846. 
During  absence  of  Mr. 

Justice  Therry. 

Appointed  Judge  at 
Moreton  Bay,  1856 
to  1859.  Appointed 
P.J.inEqmty,1859. 
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ATTOENETS  GENEBAL. 

Bannisier,  Saxe.    1824,  to  October,  1826. 

Moore,  William  Henrj  (acting).    October,  1826,  to  July  81, 1827. 

Baxter,  Alexander  Macduff.    August,  1, 1827,  to  June,  1831. 

Kincbela,  John,  LL.B.    June,  1831,  to  April,  1836. 

Plunkett,  John  Hubert.    April,  1836,  to  March,  1811. 

Tberrj,  Boger.    March,  1841,  to  August,  1843. 

Plunkett,  John  Hubert.    August,  1813,  to  June,  1856. 

£  Uh^er  the  new  Consiitution.'] 

Manning,  William  Montague.    June  6, 1836,  to  August  25,  1856. 
Martin,  James.    August  26, 1856,  to  October  2, 1856. 
Manning,  William  Montague.    October  8, 1856,  to  May  25, 1857. 
Panrall,  John  Bayley.    May  26, 1857,  to  September  7, 1857. 
Martin,  James.    September  8, 1857,  to  November  8, 1858. 

Lutwjohe,  Alfred  James  Peter.    November  15,  1858,  to  Februaiy  28, 1859.    (Ap- 
pointed Judge  at  Moreton  Bay,  1859.) 
Bayley,  Littleton  H.    March  1, 1859,  to  October  26,  1859. 
Wise,  Edward.    October  27, 1859,  to  February  13, 1860. 
Manning,  Sir  William  Montague,  Knt.    February  21,  1860,  to  March  8, 1860. 
Hargrave,  John  Fletcher.    April  2, 1860,  to  July  31,  1833. 


SOLICITORS  GENERAL. 

Stephen,  John.    1824  to  August  17,  1825.    (Acting  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court 

during  part  of  this  period.) 
Holland,  James.    1826  to  1827. 

Foster,  WilHam.     1827  to  1823.     (Arrived  August  21, 1827.) 
Sampson,  Jobn.     1823  to  1831.     (Arrived  March  12, 1828.) 
M'Dowall,  Edward.    1831  to  1832. 

Plunkett,  John  Hubert.    1831  to  1836.     (Arrived  June  14,  1832.) 
Manning,  William  Montague.     18  Mi  to  1818. 
Foster,  WUliam.    1848  to  1849. 
Manning,  William  Montague.    1849  to  1856. 

[  Under  the  new  CojuiUuiion.'] 

Darvoll,  John  Bayley.    June  6, 1856,  to  August  25, 1836. 
Lutwyche,  Alfred  James  Peter.    September  12,  1856,  to  October  2, 1856. 
Darvall,  John  Bayley.     October  8, 1856,  to  May  25, 1857. 
Wise,  Edward.    May  26, 1857,  to  September  7, 1857. 
Lutwyche,  Alfred  James  Peter.    September  8, 1857,  to  November  14, 1858. 
Dalley,  William  Bede.    November  15,  1858,  to  February  11,  1859. 
Hargrave,  John  Fletcher.    February  21,  1869,  to  October  26, 1859.    November  8, 
1859,  to  March  8, 1860. 

[NoTB. — It  has  not  been  possible  to  obtiin  accurately  the  whole  of  the  dates  of 
the  above  appointments.] 


IX 


CORRIGENDA. 

Page     73,  last  line,  for  allowed  read  disallowed. 
7^,  heading,  for  Beg,  read  Rex, 
399,  headnote,  lines  2  and  7,  for  femme  read  feme, 
443,  headnote,  line  2,  for  JaZj^  read  hailiff, 
470,  headnote,  line  9,  for  nohen  read  where, 
519,  line  9,  for  Simplyfying  read  Simplifying, 
659,  headnote,  lines  3  and  5,  for  Sherriff^s  read  Slieriff^s, 
753,  headnote,  2nd  para.,  line  1,  for  7/anJ  read  Za;? J. 
819,  headnote,  line  3,  for  do  read  does, 
846,  headnote,  line  7,  for  ar^  read  is, 
1012,  headnote,  line  1,  for  to  read  M^. 
1458,  headnote,  line  8,  for  supercession  read  supersession. 


XI 


TABLE  OF  CASES. 


*  Abbott,  Solt  I'.     ...        »••        •••        ••• 

Abbott  Vm  liiixicd  ..*        >••         ...         ... 

^Abbott,  Bog-  Vm    •••        •••        •••         ••• 

^Alexander  v.  Mayor  and  Corporation  of 
Sydney  •••         •••         •••         ... 

*AIford,  Hatfield  v,  

Allan  V.  Bull 
^Anderson,  Sx  parte 

Armstrong,  Emery  t;.       ...        • 

Armatrong,  Sx  parte 

Armstrong  v.  O'Brien      

Armfltrong  9.  Parkinson  ... 

Arnold  9.  Johnson  ..«         ...         ..• 

Aihton,  Ex  parte 

^Aspinwall,  Doe  d.  v.  Osborne    

*  Attorney  General  v.  Brown       ... 

^Attorney  General  v.  Puttcs       

'Attorney  General  v.  Byan,  No.  1 
'Attorney  General  v.  Byan,  No.  2 

Australasia,  Bank  of,  17.  Breillat 

'Australasia,  Bank  of>  v.  Frazer 

'Australasia,  Back  of,  v.  Harris 

'Australasia,  Bank  of,  v,  Murray 

'Australasia,  Bank  of,  v.  Walker 

Australian  Trust  Co.,  the,  v.  Berry 
'Badham  9.  Shiel  ...        ••• 
'Baldwin  v,  Elliott  

Bank  of  Australasia  v,  Breillat ... 

'Bank  of  Austxtilasia  v.  Frazer 

*Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Harris 

Bank,  the  London  Chartered  v.  Lavors... 

'Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Murray 

'Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Walker 

'Barton,  Smith  9.  ...        ...        ...        ••• 

'Bate,  Haalingden  v.         

Bcadee,  JEx  parte  (In  ex  parte  Ward)  ... 
'Bell  V,  the'Bailway  Commissioner 
'Bergin,  Hay  v,      .,«        ...         ...        ... 

Berry,  the  Australian  Trust  Co.  v, 
'Berry  9.  Graham ...        ...        ...         .•• 

Bin^e,  Borthwiok  o.       ...         ... 

Blackett  p.  Newman        ...        ...        ••• 

'Biandf  Beg.  v»      ...        ...         ...        ... 


FAGB. 

FAGB. 

695 

BloxBome  v.  Dunbar 

•  •  • 

..» 

••• 

1087 

1283 

'Bollard,  Doe  d,  Lumsdaine  v. 

... 

••• 

404 

467 

Bondsworth,  Beg.  v. 

•  •  • 

••• 

... 

870 

Borthwick  v.  Bingle 

•  •■ 

• .  • 

... 

884 

1451 

Bowden,  Outtrim  v. 

•  1 1 

•  ■ . 

... 

417 

330 

Bowman,  Doe  d.,  v,  M'Eeon 

... 

... 

475 

70 

^Boyne,  JSx parte  ... 

■  •• 

... 

... 

894 

746 

'Brady  v,  Cayanagh 

■  *  • 

... 

.*• 

107 

887 

Breillat,  Bank  of  Australasia  v 

.  ••* 

... 

487 

1122 

Brees  v.  Church   ... 

t  •  • 

... 

... 

1366 

1235 

'Brown,  Attorney  General  v. 

... 

... 

312 

1021 

'Brown,  Byers  v,   ... 

•  ■  t 

... 

... 

1136 

198 

'Brown  v,  Tindall ... 

•  •  t 

... 

... 

1286 

174 

Browne,  O'Neill  v. 

•  •  t 

... 

... 

1278 

422 

Bruce,  Beg.  v. 

•  •  t 

... 

■ . . 

591 

312 

Buchanan,  Hx  parte 

•  •  • 

.11 

... 

102 

1189 

Bull,  Allan  V. 

•  • « 

... 

... 

70 

700 

'Butterworth,  Beg.  t;. 

•  #• 

... 

».. 

671 

719 

'Byers  v.  Brown    ... 

•  •  • 

... 

... 

1136 

4S7 

Byrne,  Ex  parte  (In  ex 

parte  Erwin] 

... 

817 

675 

'Byrnes,  Stewart  v. 

•*• 

■ . . 

1091 

1337 

'Byrnes  v,  Williams,  No 

.1 

... 

1036 

612 

'Byrnes  v.  Williams,  No 

.2 

... 

1476 

504 

Caffrey  t>,  Taylor  ... 

•  •  • 

... 

842 

992 

Cameron  v.  Hay,  No.  1 

•  t« 

.  * . 

1358 

1428 

•Cameron  v.  Hay,  No.  2 

■  t  ■ 

... 

1370 

868 

Campbell,  Bodd  v. 

■  •• 

... 

326 

487 

•CampbeU,  Willis  v. 

«  ■  • 

... 

932 

675 

Cannon  v»  Keighran 

■  •  ■ 

... 

170 

1337 

•Cayanagh,  Brady  v. 

■  • « 

... 

107 

8S4 

'Chambers  ».  Perry 

•  •• 

... 

480 

612 

'Chung,  Ex  parte  ... 

•  t  V 

... 

1458 

504 

'City  Commissioners,  the 

),  Lord  and  Dar- 

445 

yall  V.  ... 

■ . . 

*• . 

912 

994 

Church,  Brees  v.  ... 

•  * . 

••• 

1356 

875 

•Church,  Ex  parte.,. 

•  •  • 

... 

1303 

1398 

•Clark,  Cobcroft  t;...« 

... 

••• 

1388 

1258 

•Clarke  v.  Terry     ... 

... 

... 

753 

998 

Clarkson,  Beg.  t;. ... 

... 

... 

693 

1498 

•Cobcroft  V.  Clark  ... 

... 

... 

1888 

884 

•Coboroft,  Wilson  v. 

*•• 

... 

1267 

1117 

•Cockbum,  Ex  parte 

... 

... 

1012 

584 

•Cookcroft  V,  Haacy 

*•• 

..• 

1051 

xu 


••• 


•  •• 


^Commissioner,  The  Bailway,  Bell  v, 

Cohen,  Busden  v 

*Cooper  V.  Corporation  of  Sjdney 
*Cooper,  Doe  rf.,  v,  Hughes 

Cooper  ».  Dumaresq        

•Cooper,  Hannan  v,  

•Corporation  of  Sydney,  Cooper  v. 
•Corporation  of  Sydney,  Hood  v,.,, 

Coryv.  Moffifc       

Cotton,  Doe  d.,  v.  Farrall 
•Coxen,  J»  re 

Cummings,  Beg.  v, 

Daley,  Maxwell  v. 
•Dangar,  Eales  p 

Djngar,  Solomon  v,         ••• 

Darby  v.  Bead      

•Darvall  v,  the  City  Commissioners 

•Davidson,  Gilchrist  v 

^D&YiSf  Ex  parte    ... 

•Dawes,  Smith  ».    ...         .„         ,„ 

Dearin,  WiUhire  v,  ...        ... 

•Deedo,  ^x  ^ar^c 

Delaney,  Doe  d.  Long  v 

Denichy,  Ex  parte  

Develin,  Macdermott  V 

•Dcvine,  Doe  rf.,  v.  Wilson 
•Devine  v.  Holloway         

Dick  V.  Ebsworth 

•Doe  d.  Aspinwall  r.  Osborne 

Doe  d.  Bowman  ».  M^Keon 
•Doe  d.  Cooper  v.  Hughes 

Doe  d.  Cotton  v,  Farrall 

•Doe  d.  Devine  v.  Wilson 

Doe  d,  Erans  v,  Lang      

•Doe  d,  Irving  v.  Gannon,  No.  1... 
•Doe  d.  Irving  v.  Gannon,  No.  2... 

Doc  d.  Long  v.  Delaney 

•Doe  d.  Lumsdaine  v.  Bollard 

Doe  d,  M'Cabe  t>.  Stubbs 

•Doe  d.  Peacock  v,  Xing  ...         ,„ 

Doe  d.  Swan  v.  M'Dougall 

Doe  d.  Tug  well  v.  Farrell 

Doe  d.  Walker  v.  O'Brien 

•Doe  d.  Wilson  v,  Terry 

•Douglas,  J^j:  ^ar^«  

Druitt,  Beg.  v.  (In  Beg.  v.  Jones) 

Dumaresq,  Cooper  v 

Dumaresq  v.  Bobertson,  No.  1   ... 

Dumaresq  v.  Bobertson,  No.  2   ... 

Dumaresq  t\  Bobertson,  No.  3   ... 
•Dumaresq  v.  Bobertson,  No.  4  ... 


••• 


••• 


PAGB. 

TAGS. 

1898 

Dunbar,  Bloxsome,  v. 

... 

1087 

883 

Dutton,  Ex  parte... 

•.• 

910 

766 

•Bales  V,  Dangar    ... 

... 

490 

419 

Bales  V,  Nowland ... 

••• 

702 

1025 

Ebsworth,  Dick  v. 

... 

863 

634 

•Ebiworth,  Beg.  v. 

•  a. 

866 

765 

Egan,  Beg.  v. 

•  «• 

688 

1294 

•Elliott,  BaldffiR  v. 

•  .• 

868 

763 

Elliott,  M'Donald  v. 

•  •• 

761 

408 

•Elliott,  Oliver  t?.  ... 

•  *• 

90L 

223 

Ellis,  Beg.  V.         .., 

•  •a 

749 

289 

Elyard,  Lyons  &.  ... 

.•• 

828 

843 

Emery  v,  Armstrong 

... 

867 

490 

Emery,  Sharpc  v,... 

... 

1281 

1289 

*Ervin,  Ex  parte  ... 

,.  .. 

816 

704 

Erwin,  Beg.  v. 

... 

1349 

912 

Evans,  Do3  d.,  v,  Lang 

«•• 

827 

539 

Erans,  Lang  v. 

•  •• 

8s9 

1805 

•Evans,  Beg.  v. 

... 

1003 

802 

•Evennett,  Ex  parte 

.  .  • 

813 

1000 

Faithful!,  Thorn  v» 

«•• 

..  • 

960 

193 

Farrall,  Doe  d.  Cotton 

V... 

..« 

•  •• 

408 

602 

Farrell,  Dingle,  and  Woodward,  Bex 

9».«« 

6 

831 

Farrell,  Doe  d,  Tugwell 

V. 

• .. 

399 

243 

Fenoell,  Graham  v. 

••• 

..• 

1357 

722 

Fisher  v.  Peek 

•.• 

. . » 

165 

1102 

•Fisher  e.  Kemp    ... 

... 

... 

779 

865 

Fisher  v,  Wilson  ... 

... 

... 

166 

422 

•Fitch  V.  The  Liverpool 

I  and  London  F. 

475 

and  L.  I.  Co.  ... 

It* 

1460 

419 

Fitzgerald  v.  Luck 

•  t  • 

118 

403 

•Fleming,  Tooth  v.... 

•  t« 

1152 

722 

Flower,  Moorewood  v. 

■  •  • 

1109 

827 

•Floyd  V.  Taylor    ... 

•  •  • 

1402 

385 

Ford,  Beg.  w. 

•  ■  • 

777 

400 

•Ford,  Wilshire  i>. ... 

«  ■  • 

851 

602 

Eraser  v.  Nott 

■  •  t 

• 

1019 

404 

•Eraser,  Bank  of  Australasia  v. 

675 

689 

Freeman  v.  M*Qee 

•  •  • 

1009 

829 

Freeman,  Beg.  v.  ... 

•  •« 

843 

41 L 

Furlong,  Moore  »... 

« •  • 

897 

399 

Fumell,  Beg.  v.    ... 

•  • « 

1467 

2i6 

•Gannon,  Doe  d.  Irving  i 

;.,  No. 

1 

383 

603 

•Gannon,  Doe  <f.  Irving 

v.,  No.  2 

400 

1466 

Gannon,  Ex  parte 

... 

8i8 

1883 

•Gannon  v.  Spinks... 

... 

947 

1025 

•Gaynor,  Ex  parte. . . 

..• 

1299 

1090 

Geary  v.  Yivian    ... 

... 

1 

1124 

Gibb,  Ex  parte     ... 

. .  • 

274 

1291 

Gibson,  Hall  v.,  No.  1 

••• 

1026 

1887 

Gibson,  Hall  v.,  No.  2 

... 

1125 

Xfll 


^Gilchrist,  v.  DarlcUon 
*GKrard,  Lester  v 

GoAhej,  Ex  parie 

Gt>slmg  V.  Ghrosyenor 
^Graham,  Berry  v .« 

Graham  v.  Fennell 

•Gray,  Spenser  » 

•Greemrood  p.  Kyan         ... 
•Greer,  Hughes  ». ... 

Grosvenor,  Gosling  v. 
•Hand,  Hogan  v 

HaU  V.  Gibson,  No.  1 

Hull  V,  Gibson,  No.  2 

Hall  V.  Pawley 

Hallott,   "Ex parte., . 

Hamilton,  ^0?  ^arftf 
•Hancy,  Cockcroft  v. 
•Hannan  v.  Cooper 
•Hardy  v.  Raymond          ... 
•Hardy  v.  Wise      

Hargrayes  v.  Harrison  ... 
•Harris,  Bank  of  Australasia  v, 

Harris,  Walsh  v 

Harrison,  Hargrares  v,  ... 
•Harwood,  Ex  parte  ... 
•Haslingden  v.  Bate 

•Hatfield  v.  Alford 

•Hay  V,  Bergin       

Hay,  Cameron  <;.,  No.  1  ... 
•Hay,  Cameron  v.,  No.  2  ... 

Healy,  In  re         

•Healey,  Nicholson  v» 

Hibberd,  In  re 
•Hipgraye,  Maister  v, 
•Hodges  and  Lynch,  Beg.  v. 

Hogan,  Ex  parts 

•Hogan  r.  Hand 

•Holden,  Phillips  v. 
•Hollo way,  Deyine  v, 

•Holroy  d  v.  Parkes , 

•Holt  V.  Abbott      

•Hood  V.  Corporation  of  Sydney 

Homary,  Beg.  v.  •••        ... 

Hosking,  Terry  v 

•Hoskitson  v,  Uhr 

•Howell,  Byan  9.   ... 
•Hughes,  Doe  </.  Cooper  v. 

Hughes,  In  re       

Hughes,  til  re.  Ex  parte  Terry  \ 
•Hughes  V,  Greer  ... 
•Hughes  9.  Kemp  ... 


... 


PAGE. 

PAOB. 

... 

... 

539 

•Humphrey,  Nowland  v. 

m  t  t 

.*• 

1167 

... 

... 

4.63 

Hunter,  Ex  parte . . , 

... 

a  a  . 

163 

... 

... 

1C17 

•Hunter  Riyer  S.  N.  Co., 

Spier 

V. 

1851 

.  .  . 

■  »  • 

443 

•Hutchinson,  Winchester  v. 

... 

1853 

... 

... 

1493 

Irby,  Morgan  v.    ... 

a  a  . 

•  .• 

1149 

.  .  . 

... 

1357 

•Irying,  Doe  <£.,  v,  Gannon,  No. 

1 

8S5 

•  •• 

... 

477 

•Irving,  Doe  d,,  v,  Gannon,  No. 

2 

400 

.  .. 

•  •. 

275 

Isabella     Anna,    the    Underwriters    of. 

... 

«  ■  > 

8(6 

Towns  V. 

646 

■  *. 

... 

443 

Jeffreys  v.  Leonard 

1132 

... 

... 

1241. 

Johnston  v.  Arnold 

198 

... 

... 

1026 

Johnston  v.  Booke 

1227 

*•  • 

... 

1125 

Jones,  Beg.  v. 

1385 

.  •  • 

•  t  . 

169 

Keighran,  Cannon  v. 

170 

..  . 

... 

163 

Kelly,  in  re.  Ex  parte  the  Sheriff 

1275 

... 

... 

1233 

•Kemp,  Fisher  t>.    ... 

•  •• 

779 

•  .  ■ 

... 

1051 

•Kemp,  Hughes  v,... 

•  •  • 

516 

..  . 

... 

634 

•Kenny  ».  Teas 

•  t  • 

820 

... 

... 

1028 

King,  the,  v.  Steel 

•  •• 

65 

... 

... 

897 

•King,  Doe  d.  Peacock  v. 

•  t  • 

829 

■  •  . 

... 

1049 

*  King,  Ex  parte  Bey.  G 

.  ■  .  . 

t  ■  • 

1307 

... 

... 

1337 

King,  Tulip  v. 

■  •  • 

282 

... 

... 

809 

KlensendorfF,   Ex  parte  (In 

ex   parte 

•  •• 

... 

1019 

Ward) 

... 

... 

875 

■  .  . 

... 

1224 

•Knatchbull,  Reg.  v. 

... 

... 

176 

.  .  * 

... 

994 

•Knight,  Paterson  v. 

..• 

... 

497 

. .. 

... 

330 

•Knight,  Reg.  v.     ... 

... 

... 

582 

.  .  . 

... 

1258 

Lance,  Abbott  v,  ... 

... 

... 

1283 

•  •  « 

... 

1858 

•Landregan,  Ex  parte 

... 

... 

871 

.  .. 

... 

1870 

Lang,  Doe  d,  Eyans  v. 

.  a  . 

... 

827 

.  .  . 

... 

1129 

Langr.  Eyans 

... 

... 

889 

.  •  . 

... 

1081 

•Tjang,  Puryes  v,    ... 

... 

... 

955 

... 

... 

687 

•Lang,  Puryes  v.  A.G.  and 

... 

... 

1189 

•  •  . 

... 

1254 

Lang,  Reg.  v. 

a.  . 

... 

... 

687 

.  .  . 

... 

201 

Lang,  Beg.  v. 

a  .  • 

a  .  . 

... 

1188 

*•• 

... 

880 

Layers,  the  London  Chartered  Bank 

v.... 

884 

..  • 

a  •  . 

1244 

•Lawson  v.  Weston 

... 

•  •• 

666 

.  •  • 

... 

606 

•Lee,  Machattie  o. ... 

... 

•  •  • 

1866 

.  •  . 

.  a  . 

1102 

^^SS>  Nathan  v,   ... 

... 

•  t  ■ 

161 

..  . 

... 

968 

Leonard,  Jeffreys  v. 

a  .  . 

»•• 

1182 

•  a  . 

... 

695 

•Lester  v,  Girard    ... 

... 

•  •• 

463 

... 

a  a  . 

1291 

Leyy,  Macdonald  v. 

... 

•  #• 

89 

... 

... 

1466 

•LiflSdge,  Beg.  t>.    ... 

a  a  . 

•  •• 

798 

.  .  . 

... 

819 

•Lintot,  Sutton  v.  ... 

... 

•  •• 

1229 

*.  r 

•  «• 

1468 

•Liyerpool  and  London  F 

'.  and  L.  I. 

Co., 

... 

... 

470 

Fitch  V, 

■  •  t 

*.• 

..• 

1450 

•  .  • 

a  .  . 

419 

•Lloyd,  Wallack  v. 

•  •  • 

*•• 

... 

146i 

..  * 

*.. 

669 

London  Chartered  Bank 

V.  Layers 

... 

884 

.•• 

... 

265 

Long,  Doe  d,,  v.  Delaney 

a  a. 

... 

... 

602 

..• 

... 

846 

•Lord  vl  the  City  Commissioners 

... 

912 

..« 

•  •• 

516 

Luck,  Fitzgerald  v. 

... 

•  •• 

... 

118 

XIV 


PAGB. 

FAQE. 

^Lumsdainej  Doe  (2.,  v.  Bollard 

... 

•  *• 

404 

Murrell,  Rex  v 

... 

72 

•Lynch,  Eeg.  v. 

.. . 

... 

... 

1120 

•Nash  and  Forbes,  Beg.  v.».» 

.•• 

905 

Lyons  v.  Elyard    ... 

••• 

••• 

... 

828 

•Nash,  Smith  v 

... 

695 

Lyons,  Sx  parte^  in  re 

Wilson 

... 

... 

140 

Nathan  v.  Legg    ... 

••• 

161 

Macdermott  v.  DoTelin 

••• 

... 

.*• 

243 

Newman,  Blackott  v. 

... 

1117 

•Macdennott,  Beg.  v. 

... 

••• 

... 

286 

New  South  Wales  Marine  Assuranoe  Co., 

Macdonald  v.  Levy 

... 

..• 

... 

89 

the,  Williamson  v. 

... 

.  *• 

975 

•Macliattde  v.  Lee  ... 

..• 

... 

... 

1866 

Nichol  and  Pritchard,  Beg.  9. 

*•• 

.•• 

283 

•Maiflter  v.  Hipgraye 

... 

... 

... 

1264 

•Nichols,  Ex  parte 

••* 

..• 

123 

Maloney,  Bex.  v.  ... 

... 

••. 

... 

74 

•NichoUs  V,  Pcisley 

... 

... 

1880 

*Mann,  Beg.  v. 

... 

... 

.  .. 

182 

•Nicholson,  Ex  parte 

... 

... 

1400 

•Marrington,  Beg.  v. 

**• 

... 

... 

643 

•Nicholson  v,  Healey 

... 

... 

1081 

•Martin  v.  Nicholson 

... 

... 

... 

618 

•Nicholson,  Martin  v. 

... 

... 

618 

•Mason,  Pickering  v. 

... 

.  ti 

..• 

601 

Nott,  Fraser  v 

... 

•  .. 

1019 

Maxwell  v,  Daley... 

•.. 

... 

•  •• 

843 

Nowland,  Sales  v. 

.*• 

... 

702 

•Mayne,  Bamsay  v. 

u« 

... 

... 

853 

•Nowland  v,  Humphrey    ... 

... 

... 

1167 

•Mayor  and  Corporation  of  Sydney, 

Alex- 

O'Brien,  Armstrong  v.     ... 

... 

... 

1285 

ander  v 

..• 

... 

..• 

1451 

O'Brien,  Doe  d.  Walker  v. 

... 

... 

246 

Maziere,  Doe  d.,  v.  O'Brien 

... 

... 

246 

O'Connell,  Beg.  v. 

..« 

... 

117 

M'Cabe,  Doe  d.,  v,  Stubbs 

••• 

••• 

689 

•Oliver  ».  Elliott 

..• 

... 

901 

M'Clung,  Steyens  v. 

••• 

... 

1228 

O'Neill  V.  Browne 

•.• 

•  •• 

1278 

M'CuUoch  V,  Spain 

... 

... 

788 

•Osborne,  Doe  d,  Aspinwall  9. 

... 

... 

422 

H'Cnllam,  Ex  parte 

... 

.*• 

684 

•Osborne,  Terry  ». 

... 

•  *• 

806 

M'Donald  v.  EUiott 

•  at 

... 

751 

•O'Toole,  Moffatt  v. 

.*• 

..  . 

1364 

M'Donough,  WaUh  v. 

... 

... 

800 

Outtrim  v.  Bowden 

... 

... 

417 

M'Dougall,  Doe  d.  Swan  v. 

... 

... 

411 

•Parkes,  Holroyd  v. 

... 

•  •• 

968 

M'Q-ee,  Freeman  v. 

... 

... 

1009 

Parkinson,  Armstrong  v.  .. 

*•• 

... 

1021 

•M*Innis,  Beg.  v.  ... 

... 

... 

851 

♦Paterson  v.  Knight 

... 

... 

497 

M'Intosh  V,  Pollard 

... 

..« 

1085 

Pawley,  Hall  t; 

... 

*.• 

169 

•M'Intosh,  Beg.  t;.,  No. 

1... 

... 

•.• 

6S0 

•Peacock,  Doe  <?.,  v.  King... 

•  *• 

•  •• 

829 

•M'Intosh,  Beg.  v.,  No. 

2... 

... 

... 

698 

Pearoe,  Ex  parte 

... 

... 

189 

M'Keon,  Doe  d.  Bowman  v. 

... 

. .« 

475 

Peek,  Fisher  v 

••• 

... 

155 

M'Einnon,  ^o?  parte 

.  .. 

... 

792 

•Peek,  In  re           

... 

•  ** 

171 

•Medcalf,  Beg.  r.  ... 

... 

•  a  . 

1119 

•Peisley,  NichoUs  v. 

... 

.  .. 

1350 

Milford,  Beg.  v.    ... 

•  *. 

... 

1466 

•Perry,  Chambers  v. 

••• 

•  •• 

430 

•Milne,  Polack  v.   ... 

... 

... 

876 

•Perry  v.  Simpson 

••« 

... 

997 

•Moffat  V,  O'Toole... 

... 

..  ■ 

1864 

•Ph  illips  V.  Holden 

... 

•  •• 

606 

Moffit,  C017,  V, 

.•• 

•  *• 

768 

•Pickering  v.  Mason 

... 

... 

601 

Mogar,  Beg.  v. 

... 

... 

656 

•Polack  V.  Milne 

... 

•  •• 

876 

Moore  v.  Furlong ... 

... 

... 

897 

•Polackw  Tooth 

... 

>.  *  . 

881 

Moorewood  v.  Flower 

... 

... 

1109 

Pollard,  M*Intosh  v. 

... 

... 

1085 

Morgan  v.  Irby     ... 

•  •• 

•  •• 

1149 

•Puryes  v.  A.Q-.  and  Lang 

... 

... 

1189 

Morley,  Beg.  v.     ... 

... 

... 

889 

•Purves  V.  Lang     

... 

..* 

935 

•Morris  v.  Taylor  ... 

... 

.•* 

978 

•Bailway  Commissioner,  Bell  v 

.  ... 

..« 

1808 

•Mort,  Mortimer  v.„ 

... 

•  «• 

988 

•Bamsay  v.  Majne... 

.•• 

... 

853 

•Mortimer  v,  Mort... 

... 

... 

938 

•Baymond,  Hardy  v.         ... 

•  a* 

... 

1028 

Morton,  Boberts  v. 

. 

... 

•  »• 

946 

Bead,  Darby  v 

•  •• 

... 

704 

Muldoon,  Beg.  v. 

... 

... 

657 

•Beg.  V.  Abbott      

•  .. 

... 

467 

•Murphy,  Ex  parte 

■  *• 

.  .• 

976 

•Beg.  V,  Bland       

•  •« 

... 

684 

•Murray,  Bank  of  Australasia 

0. 

■  •* 

612 

Beg.  V.  Bondsworth 

... 

... 

870 

Murray,  Beg.  r.    ... 

••• 

•  •• 

•  •• 

287 

^eg.  0.  Bruce       

... 

•  •-• 

591 

XV 


*Beg.  V.  Butfcerworth       

Beg.  V.  Clarkson 

Beg.  V.  Camminp 

Beg.  V.  Draitfc  (in  Beg.  v,  Jones) 
*Beg.  V.  Ebsworth 

Beg.  V,  £gan        ...         ...        ., 

Beg.  f.  Ellis         ...        ..t        .< 

Beg.  &.  Erwin       ...         ...         .« 

♦Beg.  V.  Erans       

Beg.  V.  Eord         ...         ...        •! 

Beg.  V.  Freeman 

Beg.  V.  FameU 

Beg.  V.  Homarj 

*Beg.  V.  Hodges  and  Lynch 

Bsg.  V,  Jones        ...         ... 

*Beg.  V.  KnatchbuU         

*Beg.  9.  Knight 

Beg.  V,  Korff        ...         ...         .« 

Beg.  V.  IJang         •..         .••         ,, 

Beg.  0.  Lang         ...         ...         .. 

*Beg.  V.  Liffidge     

•Beg.  r.  Lynch      " 

*Beg.  V,  Macdermott 

•Beg.  V.  Mann        

•Beg.  V.  Marrington  

•Beg.  V.  M'Innis 

•Beg.  V.  M'lntosb,  No.  1 

•Beg.  &•  M'lntosb,  Ko.  2 

•Beg.  17.  Medcalf 

Beg.  V.  Milford     ... 

Beg.  V,  Mogar 

Beg.  p.  Morloj     

Beg.  V,  Muldoon 

Beg.  V.  Murray    

•Beg.  V.  Nash  and  Forbes... 

Beg.  V.  Nichol  and  Pritchard 

Beg.  V.  O'Connell 

•Beg.  V,  Boberts     

•Beg.  9.  Boss  

Beg.  V.  Bnssell      

•Beg.  V.  Byan 
•Beg.  V,  Schofield  ... 
•Beg.  V,  Shanahan ... 

Beg.  V,  Smith 

Beg.  V,  Smith 

Beg.  V,  Snelgrore ... 

Beg.  V.  Taafe 

Beg.  9.  Townend  ... 

Beg.  V.  Tudor       ... 

Beg.  V.  Walton     ... 

Beg.  V,  Weldon    ... 


»•• 


••• 


*•• 


PAQE. 

PAGE. 

671 

•Beg.  ».  Windeyer 

i.a 

••• 

••• 

866 

693 

Beg.  V.  Wright     ... 

1.. 

•*. 

... 

664 

289 

Bex  V.  Farrell,  Dingle,  and  Woodward... 

6 

1885 

Bex  V.  Maloney    ••• 

!•• 

... 

... 

74 

866 

Bex  V,  Murrell     ... 

>•• 

... 

... 

72 

688 

Bex  V.  Steel 

•  • 

... 

... 

63 

749 

Beynolds  v.  Tree  ... 

.  . 

•.« 

... 

402 

1849 

•Biddell  and  Flood,  Windeyer  v. 

••t 

295 

1005 

Boberts  and  Williams,  in  re 

... 

89 

777 

Boberts,  Ex  parte 

>•* 

... 

776 

845 

Bobei*t8  V.  Morton 

.  . 

... 

946 

1467 

•Boberts,  Reg.  v 

>•• 

••• 

644 

1466 

Bobertflon,  Dumaresq  v., 

No.  1 

a... 

... 

1090 

201 

Bobertson,  Dumaresq  v., 

No.  2 

*  ■  .  . 

... 

1124 

1885 

Bobertson,  Dumaresq  v., 

No.  3 

••  • 

1291 

176 

•Bobertson,  Dumaresq  v., 

No.  4 

..• 

1887 

582 

Bodd  9.  Campbell... 

• . . 

826 

716 

Bookc,  Johnston  v. 

... 

1227 

687 

^BaBey  JEx parte     ... 

..  a 

1163 

1183 

•Boss,  Beg.  V 

» 

•  t  . 

857 

793 

Boxburgb,  Hx  parte 

•  •• 

86 

1120 

Busden  v,  Cohen  ... 

... 

885 

236 

•Eusden  v.  Weeks  ... 

t  • 

•  •• 

1406 

182 

Bussell,  Beg.  v 

... 

110 

648 

•Byan,  Attorney-Q-eneral 

V,,  Nc 

►.    1 

a  .  1 

700 

851 

•Byan,  Attorney-General 

v.f  No.  2 

... 

719 

680 

^Hytm,  Ex  parte    ... 

1  .  • 

876 

696 

•Byan  v.  Greenwood 

... 

275 

1119 

•Byan  v,  Howell    ... 

•  •• 

470 

1466 

•Byan,  Beg.  v. 

... 

797 

665 

Sandoo,  Ex  parte.,. 

•  *• 

1881 

389 

•Schofield,  Beg,  v 

... 

97 

657 

•Shanahan,  Beg.  v.,. 

■  a. 

1454 

287 

Sharpe  v.  Emery  ... 

... 

1281 

906 

Sheriff,  Ex  parte,  in  re  i 

CeUy 

*.. 

1275 

233 

•Shiel,  Badham  v 

•  •• 

1428 

117 

Simmons  v.  Taylor 

... 

1050 

644 

•Simpson,  Perry  v 

•  •• 

997 

867 

•Slapp  V,  Webb 

•  aa 

649 

110 

•Smith  V,  Barton   ... 

... 

445 

797 

•Smith  V,  Dawes     ... 

... 

802 

97 

Smilh,  Ex  parte  ... 

•  •• 

945 

1464 

•Smith  V,  Nash 

•  •t 

695 

1130 

Smith,  Beg.  v 

... 

1130 

1382 

Smith,  Beg.  v.      ...         . 

•  •• 

1882 

904 

Snellgrore,  Beg.  v. 

... 

904 

713 

Solomon  v,  Dangar 

.  .. 

1280 

436 

Solomons,  Ex  parte  (Tn  e 

X  parte  W&rd).. 

875 

1023 

Spain,  M'Culloch  v. 

•  .  a 

a  .. 

788 

706 

•Spenser  V.  Gray    ... 

>■• 

•  •• 

a.. 

477 

260 

•Spier  V.  the  Hunter  Bive 

rS.N. 

Co. 

a  .  a 

1351 

*SpinlKS|  Gannon  r. 
•Spricg  V,  Tate      

Steel,  Bex  v,         ...         ... 

Stevens  z;.  M'Clung 
♦Stewart  v,  Byrnes 

Stubbs,  Doe  d,  M'Cabe    v. 
*Sutton  V.  Lintot 

Swan,  Doe  d.,  v.  M'Dongall 
♦Sydney,  Corporation  of,  Cooper  v.         ,.. 
•Sydney,  Corporation  of.  Hood  v. 
•Sydney,  Mayor  and  Corporation  of,  Alex- 
ander v.  .., 

Taafe,  Beg.  v 

•Tate,  Spring  v 

Taylor,  Caffrey  v 

♦Taylor,  Floyd  v 

•Tavlor,  Morris  v 

Tavlor,  Simmons  v, 

•Teas,  Kenny  o 

♦Terry,  Clarke  r 

♦Terry,  Doe  d,  Wilson  v.  ... 

Terry,  Ex  parte ^  in  re  Hughes  ... 

Terry  v.  Hosking 

♦Terrv  y.  Oaborne 

♦Terry  v.  Wilson 

Thorn  v.  Faithfull  

Tighe,  "Ex  parte 

♦Tindall,  Brown  v 

♦Tompson,  Wentworth  v 

♦Tooth  ».  Fleming 

♦Tooth,  Folack  v 

Townend,  Beg.  t; 

Towns,  Ex  parte 

♦Towns  V,  the  "Underwriters  of  the  Isabella 
^Lnna    ..•         »»%        ..• 

Tree,  Beynolds  v 

Tudor,  Beg.  v 

Tugwell,  Doe  «i.,  v,  Farrell 

Tulip  t;.  King        


xvi 

TAGB. 

PAOB. 

947 

♦Uhr,  Hoskisson  «...« 

•.• 

... 

1468 

1360 

Vivian,  Geary  v.  ... 

... 

... 

1 

65 

♦Walker,  Bank  of  Australasia  v 

.  •  .. 

... 

504^ 

1226 

Walker,  Doe  rf.,  v.  O'Brien 

..• 

246* 

1091 

Walker  ©.  Webb  ... 

... 

.  .« 

253 

589 

♦Wallack  v,  Lloyd.., 

.*• 

«.• 

146  i 

1229 

Walsh  v.  Harris   ... 

... 

... 

£09 

411 

Walsh  V,  M'Donough 

... 

... 

80O 

765 

Walton,  Beg.  v.    ... 

... 

... 

706 

1294 

•Ward,  Ex  parte   . . , 

.*• 

.*• 

872 

Watt,  Ex  parte  ... 

... 

... 

1461 

1451 

•Webb,  Slapp  p.     ... 

... 

... 

649 

713 

Webb,  Walker  r.  ... 

••• 

... 

253 

1860 

•Weekes,  Busden,  v. 

... 

... 

1406 

842 

Weldon,  Beg.  v,   ... 

... 

.  •■ 

250 

1402 

•Wentworth  ».  Tompson 

... 

... 

1238 

978 

•West,  Ex  parte    ... 

.*• 

..• 

1475 

1050 

•Weston,  Lawson  t*. 

... 

.•• 

666 

620 

Whittaker,  In  re  ... 

... 

... 

P87 

763 

Whittell,  Jn  r»      ... 

••• 

... 

411 

505 

•Williams,  Byrnes  v.,  No 

kX 

... 

1035 

265 

•Williams,  B3rmes  ».,  No 

.2 

... 

1479 

819 

Williamson  v,  the  New   South 

Wales 

806 

Marine  Assurance  Co. 

... 

975 

622 

•Willis  0.  Campbell 

... 

... 

932 

966 

Wilshire  v.  Dearin 

... 

*  *• 

1003 

1100 

•WUshire  v.  Ford  ... 

... 

••• 

851 

1286 

•Wilsdn  p.  Cobcroft 

!.• 

••■ 

1267 

1288 

•Wilson,  Doe  d,  Devine  t 

K 

•.. 

722 

1152 

•Wilson,  Doe  d.,  v,  Terrj.,, 

*•• 

505 

881 

Wilson,  Fisher  ». ... 

..• 

... 

155 

438 

Wilson,  til  re,  Ex  parte  Lyons 

... 

140 

708 

•Wilson,  Terry  p.  ... 

•  .• 

... 

622 

•Winchester  v.  Hutchinson 

••• 

1353 

646 

•  W indeyer,  Beg.  v... 

... 

... 

366 

402 

•Wiiideyer  r.  Biddell  and  Flood 

I... 

... 

295 

1023 

•Wise,  Hardy  v,     ... 

... 

•  • . 

897 

899 

Wright,  Beg,  v,     ... 

a*. 

... 

654 

282 

Younger,  Ex  parte 

... 

.  ■  • 

1403 

A  SELECTION  C 


OF 


SUPREME  COURT  CASES 


IN 


NEW  SOUTH  WALES, 
From  1825  to  1862. 


*  • 


GEARY  r.  YIYIAN.  (1)  1830. 


Master  and  Seaman— Desertion -59  Geo.  Ill  enj^  58-9  Geo,  IV  c,  83.  gj^f  fl' 

Quo'.re,  whether  under  the  JS^ew  SoutJi  JValcs  Act  Justices  of  this  Colony  have    Forbes  Q.3» 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  complaints  of  seamen,  upon  contracts  entered  into  outside 
the  Colony,  as  they  undoubtedly  have  upon  contracts  made  within  it. 

Absence  of  a  seaman  from  his  ship  for  three  hours  without  leave  does  not 
necessarily  work  a  forfeiture  of  wages,  although  so  provided  by  the  agreement  of 
service. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  Justices  under  the  Statute  59   Geo.  Ill 
cap.  58  before  the  Chief  Justice. 

Vivian^  a  mariner  on  board  of  the  ship  Gilmore,  signed  the  usual 
articles  to  perform  a  voyage  from  London,  via  Swan  River,  to  Sydney, 
Some  time  after  the  arrival  of  the  ship  in  this  port,  the  Bespondent 
asked  leave  to  go  on  shore,  and  though  refused  permission  did  go,  and 
remained  absent  for  three  hours.  This  was  considered  by  the  master, 
the  Appellant,  io  be  a  breach  of  the  articles,  and  he  discharged  the 
Respondent,  who,  thereupon,  applied  to  the  Magistrates  in  General 
Sessions  for  his  wages,  under  the  Act  37  Geo.  Ill  cap.  73,  which 
provides  that  there  shall  be  an  absence  from  the  ship  of  twenty-four 
hours  in  order  to  constitute  a  desertion.  Upon  the  inquiry  before  the 
Justices,  it  was  contended  that  the  Statute,  under  which  the  claim  for 
wages  was  preferred,  did  not  apply  to  this  Colony,  but  the  Bench  over- 
ruled the  objection,  deciding  that,  to  constitute  a  desertion  there  must 
be  twenty-four  hours'  absence,  and  that  the  then  complainant  was 
entitled  to  his  wages.     Prom  this  decision  Captain  Geary  appealed. 

(1)  Sydney  Gazette,  Sept.  18,  1830. 
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1830.  Therry  for  tbe^  Appellant.    The  articles  of  agreement  provide  that 


Gbaby       ^^  absence  of*  one  hour  shall  be  considered  a  desertion  from  the  ship. 

,,  ^-  4  Geo.  IKJdap:  25  *.  9. 

Vivian.  .^  •.;/ ' 

Dr,  Wdr^ell  for  the  Respondent.     The  agreement  contravenes  the 
» •  • 

Act  o£.^arliament.    The  Acts  which  render  a  forfeiture  the  consequence 

of.d^tJelation  of  "  articles  "  refer  to  "  the  articles  "  expressly  directed 

b)t  ibe  legislature. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

» 

* 

SepL  l?s/.'  The  Chief  Justice.  This  case  comes  before  the  Court  upon  an 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  two  of  His  Majesty's  Justices  of  the  Peace 
in  Sydney,  made  upon  the  complaint  of  a  seaman  of  the  ship  Oilmore, 
against  the  master,  for  dismissing  him  from  the  ship,  and  afterwards 
refusing  to  pay  him  any  wages.  The  proceedings  before  the  Justices, 
as  well  as  the  appeal,  are  founded  upon  the  jurisdiction  assumed  to  be 
given  by  the  Statute,  69  Geo.  Ill,  cap.  58.  A  very  important  question 
arises,  whether  this  Court,  or  the  parties  before  whom  the  complaint 
was  originally  heard,  derive  a  jurisdiction,  in  this  case,  under  the 
Statute  referred  to.  Before  I  touch  upon  that  question,  however,  I 
will  briefly  review  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  state  the  grounds  upon 
which  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  Justices  was  right, 
upon  the  merits,  independently  of  the  point  of  jurisdiction. 

It  appears,  by  the  articles  between  the  master  and  the  seamen  of 
the  ship  Gilmore^  that  the  seamen  engaged  to  proceed  on  a  voyage 
from  Lofidon  to  Stcan  Biver,  and  from  thence  to  such  place  as  the 
master  shall  direct,  until  the  ship's  return  to  the  port  of  London ; 
and,  among  other  stipulations,  it  was  expressly  agreed,  that  in  case 
any  one  of  the  seamen  should  quit  the  ship,  for  the  space  of  one  hour, 
tsithout  leave  heing  first  obtained  from  the  master,  such  seaman  should 
forfeit  all  the  wages  then  due  to  him,  together  with  his  clothes  and  effects. 
It  further  appears  by  the  depositions  taken  before  the  Magistrate,  that 
while  the  Gilmore  was  lying  in  the  harbour  of  Port  Jackson,  one  of 
the  seamen,  the  present  complainant,  asked  permission  of  the  master 
to  go  on  shore,  for  the  purpose,  as  he  asserts,  of  having  his  clothes 
washed,  and  that  he  was  refused  by  the  master ;  notwithstanding  which 
refusal  however,  he  did  go  on  shore,  and  remained  there,  by  his  own 
admission,  for  four  hours.  On  his  way  back  to  the  ship,  he  was  met 
by  the  master,  and  put  in  charge  of  constables,  who  conducted  him  as 
a  prisoner  on  board  the  Gilmore.  The  complainant  further  states  that 
he  went  to  his  duty,  as  usual,  at  8  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the  12th 
of  May,  and  continued  until  10  o'clock,  when  he  was  informed  that  his 
rations  were  stopped,  and  he  was  no  longer  to  be  considered  as 
belonging  to  the  ship. 


Forhefi  C.J. 
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Upon  thk  state  of  facts,  the  eeaman  made  hia  complaint  to  the        1890. 
Justicefl,  who  considered  his  discharge  as  not  being  warranted  bj  hia      Geaby 
condact,  and  they  awarded  the  sum  of  fifteen  pounds  six  shillings  and      ^  ^' 
four  pence  to  be  paid  to  him,  by  the  master,  as  the  balance  of  the 
wages,  then  due,  for  so  much  of  the  voyage  as  he  had  performed. 

I  should  not  feel  disposed  to  disturb  this  decision,  however,  I  might 
entertain  some  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  con- 
clusions drawn  from  the  mere  facts  in  evidence.      On  the  other  hand, 
disobedience  of  orders  is  a  very  serious  breach  of  agreement  in  a  sea- 
man.    In  no  civil  contract  is  the  obligation  of  implicit  performance 
more  necessary  than  in  that  between  the  master  and  seamen  of  a  ship. 
The  success  of  the  voyage,  the  security  of  the  ship,  the  property  of 
the  owners,  and  the  lives  of  the  crew,  depend  upon  the  observance  of 
the  first  of  duties.     The  injurious  consequences  which  may  be  sus- 
tained, therefore,  by  a  failure  in  this  contract,  are  not  to  be  estimated 
by  the  mere  value  of  the  service  unperformed.    It  is  the  act  of  dis- 
obedience, with  its  influence,  its  pernicious  example,  and  its  train  of 
possible  consequences,  which  is  to  be  considered.    In  this  point  of 
view,  I  should  hold,  as  a  principle,  that  the  absence  of  less  than  one 
hour,  might,  under  given  circumstances,  become  a  just  cause  for  the 
discharge  of  the  seaman,  and  the  entire  forfeiture  of  his  wages.     But 
at  the  same  time,  and  in  the  spirit  of  the  same  rule,  it  is  not  every 
act  of  the  seaman,  although  in  contravention  of  his  express  agree- 
ment, that   should  work  so    large  a    forfeiture.       The    reasonable 
requests  of  seamen  to  the  masters,  to  be  allowed  to  go  on  shore, 
occasionally,    for    particular    purposes,    should    be    complied    with, 
unless    there  be    some  sufficient  reason   to  refuse  them.      It  can 
hardly  be  presumed,  that  in  contracting  never  to   go   out  of  the 
ship  for  one  hour  during  the  voyage,  which,  in  the  natural  course  of 
things  must  occupy  nearly  two  years,  without  the  leave  of  the  master,, 
anch  leave  might  be  arbitrarily  and  unreasonably  withheld.    In  the 
case  of  the  Minerva  (1)  it  was  held,  that  in  the  construction  of  sea- 
men's articles  "  the  Court  of  Admiralty  will,  as  a  Court  of  Equity, 
consider  how  far  the  engagements  are  reasonable  or  not,  and  will  bear 
in  mind  the  general  ignorance  and  improvidence  of  seamen,  and  their 
inability  to  appreciate  the  meaning  and  effect  of  a  long  and  multi- 
farious instrument."     And  in  the  case  of  Neave  v.  JPratt  (2),  a  case,  in 
some  respects  like  the  present,  where  a  mariner  had  quitted  the  ship, 
contrary  to  the  terms  of  his  agreement,  without  leave  of  the  master, 
being  refused  his  wages,  brought  an  action  against  the  master  to 

(1)  Hag.  Adm.  347.  (2)  2  New.  Rep.  408. 
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^^^'  recover  them.    Mr.  Justice  Chambre,  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried, 

Geabt  told  the  Jury,  that,  under  such  clause  he  did  not  think  the  master  could 

Vivian,  refuse  leave  without  a  sufficient  reason,  and  this  opinion  of  the  learned 

Forbes  C.J.  J^^^g©  ^^8  afterwards  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

Upon  the  merits  of  this  case,  therefore,  I  should  incline  to  leave  the 
decision  of  the  Justices  where  I  find  it ;  as  I  believe  that,  under  the 
facts  stated  in  evidence,  the  same  conclusion  would  probably  be  drawn 
by  the  Justices  in  England.  But  I  have  serious  doubts  how  far  the 
case  itself  comes  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Justices  in  this  Colony. 
I  apprehend  that  some  degree  of  error  prevails  as  to  the  true  meaning 
of  that  section  of  the  New  South  Wales  Act  which  directs,  that  all 
the  laws  in  force,  in  England,  at  the  passing  of  the  Act,  should  be 
applied  by  the  Courts  here,  in  the  administration  of  justice.  I  conceive 
that  this  clause  in  the  Act  referred  to  means,  that  all  the  Acts  of 
Parliament,  and  the  Act  5dth  Oeo,  III  cap.  58  inter  alia^  shall  be 
considered  as  part  of  the  municipal  laws  of  the  Colony— f Ac  hx  loci — 
under  which  Justices  of  the  Peace  may  entertain  complaints  made  by 
seamen,  vpon  contracts  entered  within  the  Colony,  and  determine  them 
in  the  summary  manner  pointed  out  by  the  Act — not  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  Justices  of  the  Peace  in  New  South  Wales,  to  have  the 
same  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  contracts  between  masters  and  mariners, 
entered  into  in  England,  as  Justices  residing  in  Englan^^ 

The  policy  of  the  Statutes  for  regulating  the  hiring  of  seamen,  in 
England,  requires  that  their  wages  should  not  be  paid  to  them  abroad. 
The  objects  of  the  legislature  have  been  many — to  prevent  desertion 
from  the  ship  during  the  voyage ;  to  secure  the  return  of  seamen  to 
their  country ;  to  prevent  this  improvident  class  of  persons  from  being 
defrauded  of  their  wages,  under  the  pretext  of  their  being  paid  by 
advances  at  difFerent  periods ;  and  in  the  event  of  their  return  to  their 
country,  or  their  loss  by  the  perils  of  their  profession,  to  prevent 
themselves  and  their  families  from  becoming  a  charge  upon  the  parishes 
"to  which  they  belong.  In  furtherance  of  these  wise  objects  of  the 
legislature,  it  is  made  a  misdemeanor  by  a  very  late  Act  of  Parliament 
9  Qeo,  IV,  cap,  31,  sec.  30,  in  any  master  of  a  Merchant  vessel  wil- 
fully to  leave  behind  any  seaman,  in  any  of  His  Majesty's  colonies 
or  elsewhere ;  or  to  refuse  to  bring  him  home.  Looking  therefore  at 
the  policy  of  the  laws,  and  the  enactment  of  the  last  Statute,  I  have 
very  grave  doubts  how  far  the  Justices  had  a  jurisdiction  in  this  case. 
I  will  not  however  disturb  their  decision  ;  but  I  would  suggest  to  them 
the  expediency  of  stating  a  case  and  requesting  His  Excellency  the 
Governor  to  transmit  it  to  England,  and  obtain  the  opinion  of  His 
Majesty's  law  officers,  upon  the  point  of  their  jurisdiction  in  cases 
like  the  present. 


SUPREME   COURT   CASES. 


5 


June  28. 
July  23. 

Forbes  C.J. 
Stephen  J, 

and 
Dowling  J. 


EEX  V,  PAKEELL,  DINQLE,  and  WOODWAED.  (1)  1831. 

9  Geo,  IV  c,  83 — Competency  of  attainted  felon  to  give  evidence — Application  of 
English  Common  Law  to  this  Colony — Larceny  of  paper — Knowledge  of  receiver 
of  stolen  goods — Appeal  to  King  in  Council. 

At  the  trial  of  prisoners  charged  with  barglary,  the  evidence  of  an  accomplice  was 
admitted  for  the  prosecution,  notwithstanding  an  objection  by  the  counsel  for  the 
defence  on  the  ground  that  he  was  a  convict  attaint,  which  fapt  was  admitted,  and 
the  point  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  Full  Court. 

Heldj  that  he  was  a  competent  witness  within  this  Colony^  that  sec.  24,  of  the 
New  South  Wales  Act,  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  83,  had  in  view  the  common  as  well  as  the 
Statute  law  of  England,  and  that  the  Court  under  this  Statute  had  power  to 
prescribe  rules  of  Practice  and  Evidence,  per  Stephen  and  Dowling,  JJ.,  the 
Chief  Justice  dissentiente. 

Held,  per  the  Chief  Justice,  that  the  New  South  Wales  Act  did  not  introduce 
the  laws  of  England  into  this  Colony,  but  was  merely  declaratory,  and  that  when- 
ever the  law  of  England  could  be  applied,  the  Court  must  apply  it. 

If  eld  also,  on  the  second  objection,  that  the  third  prisoner  was  no  less  guilty  of 
receiving,  though  he  may  not  have  known  by  whom  the  property  was  stolen. 

Held  also,  on  the  third  objection,  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  describe  pieces  of 
paper  which  the  prisoners  were  charged  with  stealing. 

Leave  to  appeal  to  the  King  in  Council  refused. 

Crowx  Case  eesehved. 

The  prisoners,  Farrell  and  Dingle,  were  indicted  at  the  last  Criminal 
Sessions,  before  Dowling^  J.,  as  principals  in  the  first  and  second 
degree,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  dwelling  house  of  Thomas 
M'Vitie,  Esq.,  at  Sydney,  and  stealing  therein  above  the  value  of  £5; 
and  the  prisoner,  Woodward,  for  receiving  part  of  the  property, 
knowing  it  to  have  been  stolen,  and  a  verdict  of  guilty  was  returned. 

Stephen  for  the  prisoner  Farrell.  June  28. 

Therry  for  Dingle,  and 

Foster  for  "Woodward,  showed  cause  whj  sentence  should  not  be 
passed. 

The  facts  appear  in  the  judgments. 

The  Chief  Justice.    Prisoners  at  the  bar, — You  are  placed  there     July  23. 
to  receive  the  judgment  of  the  Court.    This  was  a  case  of  burglary. 
The  information  charged  you,  George  Farrell,  and  you,  James  Dingle, 
as  principals  in  the  first  and  second  degree ;  and  you  Thomas  Wood- 
ward, as  an  accessory  after  the  fact.    From  the  notes  of  His  Honor 

(1)  Sydney  Gazette,  July  26,  28,  30,  Aug.  2,  1831. 
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1831.        Mr,  Justice  Dowling,  before  whom  you  were  tried,  it  appears  that  your 
Rkx         case  underwent  the  most  laborious  consideration  ;  and,  with  respect  to 
FabSkll     *^®  conclusion  at  which  the  Jury  arrived,  upon  the  facts  detailed  in 
evidence  against  you,  I  have  now  nothing  to  oflfer.     At  the  trial,  it 
appears  that  one  William  Blaxstone  was  put  into  the  box,  as  a  witness 
for  the  prosecution ;  it  was  admitted  that  he  was  an  accomplice — he 
was  objected  to  on  the  ground  of  his  being  a  convict  attaint,  under  an 
unsatisfied  sentence  for  an  offence  committed  in  this  Colony — his  person 
was  identified,  and  the  record  of  his  conviction,  and  the  judgment  upon 
it,  proved.     The  presiding  Judge,  however,  overruled  the  objection, 
and  admitted  him  to  be  sworn  and  examined  as  a  witness.     His  evi- 
dence went  to  the  Jury,  but  the  question  of  his  admissibility  was  saved 
for  the  future  consideration  of  the  Court,  and  was  subsequently  argued 
by  your  Counsel.     The  only  question  raised  in  the  case  is,  "  Whether 
«uch  a  person,  proved  to  be  an  attainted  felon,  and  his  person  identi- 
fied  in  the  witness-box,  could  be  admitted  as  a  competent  legal  witness, 
in  this  Colony?^*  because,  out  of  this  Oolony,  no  such  question  could 
have  been  raised.    It  is  my  misfortune  to  entertain  a  different  opinion 
on  this  point  from  that  of  my  learned  brethren  on  the  Bench ;  and  it 
is  with  pain,  therefore,  that  I  am  called  upon  to  express  the  grounds 
upon  which  that  opinion  rests,  as  well  as  the  regret  which  I  cannot 
but  feel,  that  any  difference  of  opinion  should  prevail  upon  a  question 
of  such  vital  importance.    The  necessity  of  the  case,  however,  has  been 
thought  to  require  that  this  question  should  be  raised,  and  I  must  not 
shrink  from  the  performance  of  a  public  duty,  in  stating  my  opinion 
upon  the  point,  however  I  lament  that  it  is  at  variance  with  the 
opinions  entertained  by  my  learned  coadjutors.    The  question,  then, 
and  the  only  question,  I  repeat,  is,  "  Whether,  in  this  Colony,  there  be 
a  local  law,  or  custom  having  the  force  of  law,  which  will  warrant  such 
a  direct  departure  from  the  law  oE  the  parent  state,  a^  to  justify  the 
admission  of  such  a  witness,  in  this  Colony  i"'     The  rule  of  law  is  too 
clear  for  argument,  that  an  attainted  felon  cannot  be  sworn  as  a  wit- 
ness ;  and  I  will  refer  to  the  case  of  the  Kifiy  against  Oully  (L),  not 
«o  much  to  establish  the  position,  as  in  illustration  of  the  unvarying 
practice  of  the  Courts  in  the  mother  country  to  reject  such  testimony, 
as  a  matter  of  course,  and  as  showing  the  tenacity  of  the  Judges  in 
upholding  that  principle  of  law  which,  I  apprehend,  in  the  present 
case,  goes  to  the  exclusion  of  this  witness. — "  At  the  Old  Bailey,  in 
July  Session,  1773,  Fairiek  Murphy  and  three  others  were  indicted 
before  Mr.  Sergeant  Grlynn,  Eecorder,  present  Mr.  Justice  Willis,  for 
a  highway  robbery  on  Kenneth  Mackenzie,  Esq.,  Earl  of  Seaford.    The 

(1)  1  Leaoh,  p.  80. 
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principal  witness  was  one  William  Gulli/^  anaccomplice,  to  whose  compe-  1831. 
tencj  to  give  evidence  Mr.  Silvester  objected,  upon  the  ground  of  his  ^^^ 
being  a  convict  under  sentence  of  death ;  to  prove  which,  he  produced  ^' 

the  record  of  his  conviction  in  December  Session,  1772,  and  a  witness  to 
identify  his  person.  Mr.  Lucas,  Counsel  for  the  prosecution,  produced 
the  King's  Sign  Manual,  under  which  the  prisoner  had  been  discharged, 
on  his  giving  security  to  appear  and  plead  the  nest  general  pardon  that 
should  come  out.  But  the  Court  said  the  objection  was  incontrovertible ; 
for  nothing  less  than  a  pardon  under  the  great  seal  can  restore  the 
competency  of  a  witness,  and  it  was  impossible  for  the  Court  judicially 
to  take  notice  of  His  Majesty's  intention  to  pardon,  which  is  the  extent 
of  what  the  Sign  Manual  has  signified.  It  was  determined  in  the  case 
of  the  ^Earl  of  Wartoiek,  that  if  a  man  be  convicted  of  felony  that  is 
within  clergy,  and  pray  his  clergy,  and  it  is  allowed;  but  the  burning  in 
the  hand  is  respited,  and  there  is  a  warrant  for  his  pardon,  that  he 
cannot  be  a  witness  until  it  has  passed  the  great  seal,  and  he  has 
produced  and  pleaded  it  sub  pede  sigilli^  for  as  it  is  for  his  benefit,  it 
is  presumed  to  be  in  his  custody,  and  it  would  be  error  to  grant  him 
the  benefit  of  it  until  it  has  been  allowed ;  but  letters  under  the  King's 
Sign  Manual  cannot  be  pleaded  as  a  pardon.  The  prisoner  was 
accordingly  acquitted.'*  As  I  have  already  observed,  I  merely  refer 
to  this  case,  to  show  the  clear  principle  upon  which  the  Courts  in  the 
mother  country  proceed,  and  that  had  this  witness  been  produced  in 
an  English  Court,  the  record  of  his  conviction  and  judgment  upon  it 
proved,  and  his  person  identified,  that  it  would  be  a  matter  of  course 
to  reject  him.  Is  there,  then,  in  this  Colony,  anything  which  would 
warrant  such  a  departure  from  the  law  of  England,  as  to  sanction  the 
admission  of  a  witness  like  this  ?  To  determine  this  most  delicate  and 
important  question,  we  must  look  to  the  spirit  of  the  law  of  England, 
and  satisfy  ourselves  whether  the  rule  of  law  which  excludes  witnesses, 
propter  deUcium,  be  merely  a  rule  positivi  juris,  admitting  of  a  total 
deviation,  without  injury  to  the  abstract  principles  of  justice— or, 
whether  it  be  a  rule  founded  in  reason,  and  only  admitting  of  a  deviation, 
upon  grounds  of  extreme  necessity,  and  not  sanctioning  a  departure 
any  further  than  such  necessity  will  justify.  That  I  apprehend  to  be 
the  sole  point  of  determination  in  this  case.  In  order  to  determine  it, 
we  must  touch  upon  the  principle,  how  far  circumstances  of  necessity 
will  at  all  admit  of  a  departure  from  our  established  principle  of  law, 
or  whether  such  departure,  if  it  be  admitted,  should  not  be  limited 
dowji  to  cases  of  such  extreme  and  overwhelming  necessity,  that 
a  total  failure  of  justice  must  be  the  consequence  of  a  strict  adherence 
to  it.    The  text  law  on  this  subject  is  thus  briefly  laid  down  in 
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Rex         country,  that  have  the  use  of  their  reason,  are  to  be  receired  and 
^*  examined,  except  such  as  are  infamous,  or  such  as  are  interested  in 

the  event  of  a  suit.  Infamous  persons  are  such  as  may  be  challenged 
as  jurors,  pro/?^dr  delictum,  and  therefore  never  shall  be  admitted  togice 
evidence  to  inform  that  Jury,  with  whom  they  were  too  scandalous  to 
associated  This  is  the  text  law,  as  it  is  to  be  found  in  all  writers  on 
the  principles  of  the  English  law.  The  grounds  and  reasons  on  which 
it  is  founded  are  well  expressed  by  that  great  lawyer,  Lord  Chief 
Baron  Qilbert,  who,  in  his  work  on  evidence,  says  : — "  Every  plain  and 
honest  man,  affirming  the  truth  of  any  matter  under  the  sanction  of 
an  oath,  is  entitled  to  faith  and  credit ;  so  that,  under  such  attestation, 
the  fact  is  understood  to  be  fully  proved.  But  when  a  man  is  con- 
victed of  falsity  and  other  crimes  against  the  common  principles  of 
honesty  and  humanity,  his  oath  is  of  no  weight,  because  he  hath  not 
the  credit  of  a  witness,  and  there  is  a  greater  presumption  against 
him,  than  there  can  be  on  his  behalf.  Por  the  presumption  is  benign 
and  humane  to  every  man  produced  as  a  witness  that  he  will  not 
falsify  or  prevaricate,  in  matters  of  such  importance,  but  where  a  man 
is  a  notorious  and  public  criminal  this  presumption  fails  him,  and 
from  thenceforth  he  is  rather  to  be  intended  as  a  man  profligate  and 
abandoned,  than  one  under  the  sentiments  and  conviction  of  those 
principles  which  teach  probity  and  veracity ;  and  consequently  the 
producing  such  a  man  is  ineffectual,  because  the  credit  of  his  oath  is 
overbalanced  by  the  stain  of  his  iniquity.'^  It  were  unnecessary  to 
multiply  authorities :  all  the  writers,  from  Bracton  and  FMa,  down 
to  BlacJcstone  and  the  latest  authorities  of  the  present  day,  will  be 
found  to  lay  down  the  same  principle  in  the  same  words.  It  is  coeval 
with  the  administration  of  justice  in  the  English  Courts ;  it  is  laid 
in  the  foundations  of  the  Constitution.  It  is  declared  by  Magna 
Cbarta,  that  no  free  man  shall  be  interrupted  in  his  person  or  his 
property,  except  by  the  judgment  of  his  peers  or  by  the  law  of  the 
land.  The  same  objection  which  would  exclude  a  tainted  juror  from 
the  panel,  would  exclude  a  tainted  witness  from  the  box.  The  principle 
is  not  peculiar  to  the  laws  of  England :  it  is  to  be  found  through- 
out the  written  laws  of  the  Romans,  and  has  been  incorporated 
into  the  municipal  code  of  every  civilized  state  in  Europe.  In 
the  Digest,  under  the  title  "  Be  testibus"  the  following  description 
of  persons  are  excluded  from  giving  testimony  by  the  Julian 
law,  de  t?t;— "  Quijudicis  publico  damnatus  erit;  quieorum  in  integrum 
restitutus  non  erit;  quive  in  vinculis  custodiave  publica  erit"  I 
have  made  these  references  to  the  Boman  civil  law,  not  as  authorities 
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for  the  law  itself,  but  to  show  the  general  assent  of  mankind  to  the  1831. 

principle  upon  which  it  is  founded,  and  to  strengthen  the  conclusion  g^^^ 

at  which  I  have  arrived,  that  the  rule  of  evidence  which  excludes  „    ^• 
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infamous  witnesses  is  a  fundamental  rale  of  law,  founded  in  universal 
principles,  and  therefore  not  to  be  departed  from  except  in  cases  of 
extreme  necessity.  Wherever  the  law  has  obtained  the  semblance  of 
science,  a  rule  has  been  adopted  with  respect  to  the  admission  of 
witnesses ;  and  if,  independently  of  any  other  argument,  we  attentively 
consider  the  effect  which  evidence  must  necessarily  have  upon  the 
administration  of  justice ;  the  reliance  that  is  placed  on  witnesses ; 
that  all  judicial  decisions  depend  upon  their  testimony ;  that  there  is 
not  a  right  of  which  a  man  may  not  be  deprived  by  false  swearing ; 
that  property,  reputation,  life  itself,  depend  upon  the  evidence  a 
witness  may  give ;  that  the  most  g^rievous,  fatal,  and  irremediable 
mischief  may  be  introduced  into  the  administration  of  human  affairs ; 
that  the  very  sanctuaries  of  justice,  the  safeguards  of  the  State,  may 
be  perverted  to  the  ruin  and  extinction  of  all  they  were  created  to 
protect,  we  cannot  but  feel  the  full  force  of  the  reasons  for  regulating 
the  admission  of  evidence,  and  allow  that  the  law  which  goes  to  admit 
or  reject  the  testimony  of  witnesses  is  necessarily  a  fundamental  law, 
and  is  so  interwoven  with  the  whole  fabric  of  justice  as  never  to  be 
departed  from,  except  in  cases  of  overwhelming  necessity.  The  law 
of  England  provides  in  two  ways  for  the  elicitation  of  truth  ;  it 
excludes  infamous  persons  as  witnesses  ;  and  it  binds  such  as  it  admits 
by  the  solemn  sanction  of  an  oath,  fortified  by  the  penal  consequences 
of  false  swearing.  These  are  the  two  bulwarks  which  the  law  has 
raised  up  for  the  protection  of  the  subject ;  and  I  repeat,  therefore, 
that  out  of  this  Colony  this  question  could  not  have  been  raised.  The 
law  of  England  presumes  an  infamous  person  to  be  regardless  of  an 
oath  ; — and  what  penalties  can  reach  a  man  under  sentence  of  death  ? 
Both  obligations,  in  a  case  like  this,  fall  to  the  ground,  and  the  pro- 
tections of  the  law  become  a  nullity.     Such  is  the  law  in  England. 

I  anticipate  a  powerful  argument,  drawn  from  the  necessity  of  the 
case,  that  this  being  a  penal  Colony,  ea  necessitate,  a  different  rule 
must  prevail  here,  and  that  we  must  admit  testimony  which  would 
not  be  admitted  in  England.  Before,  however,  I  proceed  to  examine 
the  law  of  necessity,  as  applied  to  this  case,  I  will  dispose  of  an 
argument  raised  under  the  provisions  of  the  9th  Greo.  IV,  c.  83,  which 
is  supposed  to  give  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  Colony  a  discretion 
to  adopt  only  so  much  of  the  English  law  as  it  can  apply.  Before  the 
passing  of  this  Statute,  it  was  laid  down  in  all  the  authorities,  and 
confirmed  by  the  ruling  of  the  King  in  Council,  that  wherever  a  new 
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V. 

Fabrbll. 
Forbes  C.J. 


Rex        become  the  laws  of  the  place,  so  far  as  they  are,  or  may  be  made 
applic«ible  to  its  circumstances  and  condition.     The  New  South  Wales 
Act  does  not  introduce  a  new  principle.     It  is  recognised  in  the  old 
common  law  of  the  Colonies,  and  is  laid  down  in  Blacksfone,  vol.  I,  p. 
107,  that,  "  if  an  uniahabited  country  be  discovered  and  planted  by 
English  subjects,  all  the  English  laws-  then  in  being,  which  are  the 
birthright  of  every  subject,  are  immediately  there  in  force,*'  with  the 
restrictions  therein  set  forth.    The  laws  of  England  are  declared  by 
the  Act  for  settling  the  succession  to  the  throne,  to  bo  the  birthright 
of  the  subject.     Let  an  Englishman  go  where  he  will,  and  settle  a  new 
country,  he  carries  with  him  all  the  laws  which  are  applicable  to  his 
condition.     What  laws  do  or  do  not  apply,  must  necessarily  be  left  to 
the  local  authorities  to  determine,  always  subject  to  an  appeal  to  the 
King  in  Council.     Now,  this  principle  is  affirmed  in  the  Act  referred 
to,  and  is  carried  no  farther.     There  is  a  wide  distinction  between  not 
applying  a  particular  rule  of  law,  and  creating  a  new  and  a  different 
rule — between  legislating  and  expounding.     I  apprehend,  therefore, 
that  the  Act  of  the  9th  Qeo.  IV,  is  merely  declaratory  of  what  the  law 
was  before,  which  directs  that  so  much  of  the  statute  and  common  law 
shall  be  as  can  be  applied.     With  respect  to  the  statute  law,  an 
important  point  has  thus  been  gained.     It  is  laid  down  by  Blackstone^ 
that,  when  a  Colony  is  settled,  the  statute  law,  that  is,  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment passed  subsequently,  are  no  longer  applicable,   unless  it  be 
specially  named  therein ;  and  many  cases  have  been  determined  upon 
a  decision  of  the  King  in  Council  on  this  point,  so  far  back  as  17G1. 
But  the  9fh  Qeo,  IF,  cap,  83,  enacts  that  the  Courts  here  shall  apply 
all  the  statutes  of  England,  and  also  the  common  law,  as  the  law  of 
the  Colony,  up  to  the  passing  of  the  Act ;  and  then  goes  on  to  direct 
that,  whenever  any  doubt  shall  arise  as  to  the  applicability  to  tiie 
Colony  of  any  law,  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  shall  declare  what 
laws  do  or  do  not  apply.     Now,  it  is  contended,  that  under  this  Statute 
there  is  a  positive  recognition  of  the  power  of  this  Court  to  apply  the 
law  only  so  far  as  circumstances  will  admit ;  and  that  it  may,  therefore, 
dispense  with  so  much  of  the  law  of  England  as  relates  to  the  exclusion 
of  witnesses  propter  delictum.    That,  however,  is  not  the  way  in  which  I 
construe  the  Act.    Where  we  can  apply  the  law,  we  are  to  apply  it :  the 
Act  is,  as  I  apprehend,  merely  declaratory ;  it  only  places  the  Court  on 
the  same  footing  in  which  it  stood  previous  to  that  enactment,  namely, 
of  admitting  or  rejecting — of  declaring  what  laws  do  or  do  not  apply — 
between  which  and  creating  a  new  law  I  draw  a  broad  line  of  distinction. 
The  case,  therefore,  must  depend  upon  necessity;   and,  as  I  have 
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already  observed,  I  am  aware  that  I  shall  be  met  by  a  powerful        ^^^^* 

acgmnent  deduced  from  the  character  of  the  Colony  and  of  its  popa-         Bex 

lation.    This  certainly  is  a  penal  Colony  ;  and  when  first  settled  by  far     Faiulbll. 

the  greater  portion  of  its  inhabitants  were  transported  offenders  con-   ^^^^  ^j 

victed  in  En^and  of  what  would  be  conBidered  "  infamous  crimes." 

Now,  it  will  be  at  once  seen  that  such  persons,  by  the  law  of  England, 

eould  not  be  admitted  as  witnesses,  but  then  there  is  here  a  formal 

mode  of  getting  rid  of  the  rule  of  evidence  which  would  exclude  them 

in  England,  in  the  necessity  of  producing  the  record  of  conviction  and 

the  impossibility  of  producing  it.     But,  I  apprehend,  a  wider  ground 

may  be  taken,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  which  required  that  by 

far  the  greater  portion  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  Colony  should  not  be 

rejected  as  witnesses.    Here,  certainly,  was  a  necessity  which  warranted 

a  departure  from  the  strict  rule  of  law  arising  out  of  the  difference 

between  the  actual  situation  of  such  persons  here  and  in  England.    In 

England  persons  so  convicted  are  placed  in  confinement,  or  sent  into 

exile,  and  no  longer  form  members  of  the  community  at  large ;  but  in 

New  South  Wales  they  are  liberated  on  arrival,  and  are  admitted  to 

certain  qualified  rights — ^they  are  no  longer  in  vinculis  but  the  actors 

or  witnesses  in  nine  cases  out  of  ten  that  come  before  a  Court  of 

Justice.    To  exclude  such  persons,  therefore,  would  be  to  shut  out  of 

Court  nine-tenths  of  the  witnesses  to  every  ordinary  transaction  which 

might  become  the  subject  of  judicial  investigation.    These  persons, 

therefore,  difEering  from  any  other  class  of  persons  in  England,  must 

be  admitted  to  giye  evidence  here,  ex  neeessitate.    This  view  of  the 

subject  is  also  borne  out  by  analogy  to  the  law  of  England  itself.    I 

put  the  case  of  a  person  indicted  under  the  statute  of  Henry  the  Seventh 

for  forcible  abduction  and  marrying  a  woman  against  her  wiU.    In 

such  a  case  the  general  principle  would  seem  to  prevail,  the  wife  is  not 

a  competent  witness  against  her  husband ;  but  the  Court  overruled  the 

objection,  and  from  necessity  admitted  a  departure  from  the  law  of 

England  [4  Kawk,  P.C.,  432].     So  also  in  Lord  Audley's  case,  which, 

though  objected  to  as  unlawful,   still  the  better  opinion  appears 

to  be,  that  in  such  cases,  to  uphold  the  general  principle  would  operate 

ajB  a  denial  of  justice,  as  it  would  be  impossible  to  punish  offenders, 

if  the  only  person  who  could  give  evidence  in  the  case  were  to  be 

excluded.    In  these  cases,  therefore,  I  perceive  an  analogy  to  the 

principle  which  induced  the  Courts  here  to  admit  transported  felons 

to  give  evidence,  from  necessity.    But  necessity  is  the  exception,  not 

the  rule — ^it  is  to  be  construed  strietienmi  jurie^  and  not  extended 

beyond  the  exigency  which  requires  it.    I  put  it  broadly,  then,  how 

fordoes  that  case  bear  out  the  present  ?    Is  there  any  analogy  whatever 
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_  between    them  ?     This   Colony  though  penal  as  a  Colony,   is   also 
Rex        penitentiary  as  a  Colony.      It  was   considered  by    the  Legislature, 
FARRELf..     *^fl't  by  removing  the  class  of  persons  who  are  sent  out  here  from  the 
Forbes  C.J.    8^®^^®  ^f  their  crimes,  and  the  contagion  of  their  associates,  they  might 
be  restored  to  a  new  course  of  life  and  character.    They  are  not  like 
persons  enduring  a  sentence  in  England ;  they  are,  in  fact,  set  at 
liberty,  depending  upon  their  good  conduct,  to  earn  a  future  character 
and  station  in  society.     Such  a  population  differs   materially  from 
persons  enduring  sentence  in  the  Mother  Country.    Is,  then,  a  person 
so  situated — at  large  in  the  Colony — to  be  regarded  in  the  same  light 
as  if  the  same  person  should  commit  fresh  crimes  of  the  deepest  dye, 
and  receive  sentence  of  death  ?     What  was  the  situation  of  a  witness 
in  this  case  ?    Originally  a  transported  felon  from  the  Mother  Country, 
he  is  not  only  convicted  of  a  capital  offence  in  this  Colony,  and  receives 
sentence  of  death,  but  also   comes  into   the  box   a   self -convicted 
ac3omplice  in   the  very  crimes  of  which  he  charges  the   prisoners 
against  whom  he  is  called  to  give  evidence.     Is  there  not  a  broad  and 
tangible  difference  between  such  a  case,  and  that  of  a  transported 
population  from  the  Mother  Country  ?    His  accumulated  crimes  render 
his  testimony  valueless — the  sanction  of  an  oath  of  no  force — and  the 
punishment  of  perjury  cannot  reach  him :  all  the  safeguards  of  the 
law  consequently  fail.     Is  cumulative  crime  nothing  ?  is  attaint  upon 
attaint  nothing  ?  is  there  no  point  where  the  law  of  the  civilized 
world  can  come  into  operation — where  the  Court  must  stop  ?     Is  the 
principle  of  the  English  law — the  law  of  all  moralized  states,  entirely 
inapplicable  ?  has  it  no  locus  standi  in  this  Court  ?     If  this  witness 
be  competent  and  his  testimony  admissible,  I  cannot  discover  any 
tangible,  sound  distinction  between  this  case   and  that  of  a  felon 
brought  from  the  condemned  cells,  or  even  the  gibbet  itself,  to  give 
evidence  against  the  free  inhabitants  of  this  Colony.     If  there  be, 
where  is  the  distinction  ?     Let  it  be  stated,  and  I  will  immediately  put 
a  case  just  short  of  it,  and  distinguished  only  by  such  thin  and  impal- 
pable shades  of  difference,  so  dependant  upon  the  mere  opinion  of  a 
judge,  that  it  will  be  seen  the  distinction  is  not  founded  in  any  fixed 
principle,  and  that  the  issues  of  life  and  death  may,  and  must  depend 
upon  what  may  be  termed  the  discretion,  but  what,  in  the  spirit  of  the 
English  law,  would  be  the  mere  toill  of  the  judge.     Between  these 
extreme  cases  and  those  of  the  ordinary  prisoners  transported  to  the 
Colony,  there  is  this  clear  and  palpable  difference :  the  former  stand 
doubly  and  trebly  convicted, — ^they  are  deeper  stained  with  infamy  by 
their  conviction,  they  are  removed  from  society  by  confinement  or 
transportation,  they  are  not  the  daily  witnesses  of  transactions  in 
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perjury.  The  latter,  on  the  other  hand,  are  no  longer  in  vinculiSy —  Rex 
they  are  restored  suh  modo,  to  society,  they  are  engaged  on  the  ordinary  y^^^^'-r  r 
business  of  the  Colony,  they  are  upon  their  good  behayiour,  and  are 
within  the  means  of  punishment  if  they  bo  guilty  of  perjury.  Beyond 
the  claim  of  necessity  and  the  practice  of  the  Colony  to  admit  these 
men  to  be  witnesses,  it  becomes  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  draw  any 
tangible  line,  or  fix  any  definite  rule.  If  we  decide  that  witnesses  like 
the  man,  Blaxstone,  are  to  be  admitted,  we  at  once  rule,  as  a  general 
principle,  that  the  law  of  England,  propter  delictum,  under  no  circum- 
stances, can  be  supplied  here,  and  raise  up  a  most  frightful  responsi- 
bility in  the  bosom  of  the  judges  ;  because  I  do  not  know  where  we 
are  to  stop,  if  it  be  held  that  no  man  can  be  objected  to  as  a  witness, 
even  though  he  had  received  sentence  of  death,  and  the  gibbet  waited 
for  him.  Upon  the  principle  of  necessity,  therefore,  allowing  the 
necessity  in  certain  cases,  I  trace  a  wide  and  practical  difference  be- 
tween admitting  the  transported  population  as  witnesses,  and  admit- 
ting persons  convicted  again  in  this  Colony,  of  capital  crimes,  and  under 
an  unpardoned  sentence  of  death.  Then,  with  regard  to  the  argument 
respecting  the  practice  of  the  Court,  which  is  said  to  have  been  to 
admit  such  persons,  as  witnesses,  I  do  not  think  that  it  can  be 
established.  On  the  contrary,  there  is  no  case  within  my  recollection  or 
research,  in  which  the  production  of  the  record  of  conviction  for  a  capital 
felony  and  judgment  of  death,  and  consequent  attainder,  has  not  ex- 
cluded the  witness,  excepting  only  in  cases  of  crimes  committed  at  our 
penal  settlements,  where,  by  analogy  to  the  rule  of  necessity,  as  applied 
to  the  inhabitants  at  largo  in  this  Colony,  the  convicts  are  admitted  ex 
necessitate,  without  reference  to  their  secondary  convictions.  These  are 
excepted  cases — they  are,  in  fact,  sui  generis — standing  alone,  and 
depending  upon  the  peculiar  character  of  the  settlements  in  which  they 
occur.  In  the  course  of  my  experience,  many  cases  have  arisen  in 
which  colonial  pardons  have  been  given  to  restore  competency.  In  the 
case  of  the  King  against  Dioyer  and  others,  tried  on  the  30th  of  March, 
1S25,  a  witness  named  Edward  Fower  was  put  into  the  box,  and  his 
competency  objected  to  on  the  ground  of  his  being  a  convict  attaint, 
the  record  of  his  conviction  was  proved,  and  his  person  identified.  In 
answer  to  the  objection,  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  produced  the 
Oovernor*s  pardon,  on  condition  of  proceeding  to  a  penal  settlement ; 
but,  in  that  case,  it  was  held  that  the  pardon  being  conditional  did  not 
restore  his  competency  as  a  witness,  and  the  prosecution  was  aban- 
doned. The  case  was  tried  before  me,  and  I  do  not  cite  it  as  an 
authority,  but  to  show  that  the  argument  drawn  from  the  practice  of 
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1831.        the  Court  cannot  be  eustained.    But  tLere  was  another  case  which 


I^Kx        came  before  the  Court  almost  at  the  same  time  and  with  the  one  under 
^*  consideration,  I  allude  to  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Walmshyy — dk  cose 

perfectly  parallel  in  principle  to  this.     Walmsley  was  a  conyict  attumt 
and  an  accomplice  ; — an  objection  was  taken  to  his  competency  to  give 
evidence,  and  a  pardon  was  put  into  his  hand.     Now,  where  was  the 
necessity  for  a  pardon  in  that  case,  which  did  not  exist  in  this  ?    Why 
was  Walmsley  pardoned  to  restore  his  competency,  and  Blawstone  not? 
Where  is  the  keeping  between  the  two  cases  in  principle  ?  where  in 
practice  ?    There  was  a  way  to  restore  this  man's  competency  to  give 
testimony — he  might  have  been  pardoned.     By  the  law  of  England,  a 
pardon  restores  competency  as  a  witness.     I  am  not  now  called  upon 
to  go  into  the  reason  of  that  law,  though,  doubtless,  if  it  were  investi- 
gated, the  reason  would  be  found  sufficient.     This  witness  might  have 
been    pardoned,    and    there   was  therefore  no   such    overwhelming 
necessity  cast  upon  the  Court,  as  should  induce  the  Court  to  depart 
from  the  law  of  the  land,  and  hold  that  a  man  civiliter  martuut — a 
thrice  convicted  felon,  twice  by  the  laws  of  his  country,  and  once  by 
himself — is  a  competent  witness.      I  would  also  observe,  that  this 
Colony,  by  an  influx  of  free  inhabitants  and  the  gradual  emancipation 
of  a  large  proportion  of  the  original  prison  population,  has  considerably 
changed  its  character  since  its  first  formation;  and,  although  this 
circumstance  is  not  a  reason  why  we  should  hold  shifting  and  fluctuatiug 
doctrines,  still  it  is  a  prudent  and  wise  argument  why  we  should  not 
extend  its  penal  character,  but  assimilate  it  as  far  as  possible  to  the 
mother  country  ;  and  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  the  invariable  practice 
has  been  to  admit  such  testimony,  that  now  is  not  the  time  to  extend 
the  principle  to  cases,  to  which  it  has  not  been  extended  before.     I  do 
not  feel  myself  at  liberty  to  travel  out  of  the  point  reserved,  namely, 
the  competency  of  the  witness  to  give  evidence,  by  entering  into  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case — the  nature  of  the  crime,  or  the 
credibility  of  the  testimony  given  by  the  witness.     I  object  to  his 
competency  upon  what  I  apprehend  to  be  principles  too  strong  for  this 
Court  to  get  over.     It  it?  not  legitimate  to  look  at  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  this  or  of  any  other  case.     What  is  the  law  of  evidence  in 
this  case  to-day,  must  be  that  of  any  other  case  to-morrow.    I  am, 
therefore,  compelled  to  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  only  legitimate 
way  of  restoring  this  man's  competency,  was  by  giving  him  a  pardon, 
as  had  been  done  in  the  case  of  Wdlmsley,  and  not  to  cast  upon  the 
Court  the  necessity  of  departing  from  what  I  consider  a  fundamental 
law  of  the  land,  and  not  a  mere  canon  of  evidence,  by  ruling  that  all 
men  are  competent  witnesses,  without  reference  to  the  infamy  of  their 
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lives,  or  however  steeped  in  crime  they  may  come  forth.  We  do  not  1831. 
sit  here  to  legislate,  but  to  administer  the  law  as  we  find  it.  If  the  law  j^g^ 
require  amendment  or  adaptation,  it  mast  be  done  by  the  makers  of  the  ^' 

laws,  and  not  by  the  expounders  of  the  laws.  If  a  necessity  should  be 
supposed  to  exist  here,  for  departing  from  a  principle  which  has 
obtained  the  universal  assent  of  civilised  mankind,  the  Legislature  is 
the  only  proper  power  to  remedy  the  law  and  adapt  it  to  the  exigencies 
of  the  Colony.  But,  sitting  here  as  a  Judge,  to  administer  the  law,  I 
feel  bound,  however,  I  regret  to  differ  from  my  learned  colleagues  on 
the  Bench,  to  state  the  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived,  namely, 
that  the  testimony  of  this  man  was  improperly  received,  and  that  I 
should  be  departing  most  unwarrantably  from  the  law  of  England,  if  I 
held  him  to  be  a  competent  witness  in  this  case.  I  am  therefore  of 
opinion  that  the  motion  of  Counsel  should  be  granted. 

Dowt»iNO  J.  (1).  It  is  the  misfortune  of  His  Honor  Mr.  Justice 
Stephen  and  myself,  to  differ  in  opinion  with  His  Honor  the  Chief 
Justice  on  this  occasion.  Our  regret  is  the  more  poignant,  considering 
the  serious  consequences  likely  to  follow  our  judgment,  as  it  respects 
the  fate  of  the  prisoners  at  the  bar.  Having,  however,  made  up  our 
nunds  as  to  the  course  of  duty,  which  we  feel  ourselves  called  upon  to 
pursue,  after  many  days,  nay  nights,  of  painful  deliberation,  we  cannot 
shrink  from  the  discharge  of  it,  disagreeable  as  it  certainly  is  to  us  not 
to  defer  to  the  opinion  of  the  able  and  learned  person  who  occupies 
the  chief  seat  in  this  Court.  Being  thus  formed,  and  acting  under 
the  solemn  obligation  cast  upon  us  by  our  office,  I  think  it  would  ill 
become  us  to  abstain  from  promulgating  our  opinion,  under  a  con- 
scientious conviction  of  its  rectitude,  notwithstanding  its  opposition  to 
the  view  taken  of  the  case  by  our  enlightened  colleague.  If  a  silent 
dissent  upon  such  a  subject  could,  with  propriety,  be  observed,  we 
would  gladly  have  availed  ourselves  of  that  course,  but  considering  the 
strenuous  and  public  manner  in  which  this  matter  was  discussed, 
we  feel  ourselves  called  upon  openly  to  state  the  grounds  of  our 
decision.  As  it  has  fallen  to  my  lot  to  minute  down  some  of  the 
reasons  upon  which  our  opinion  is  formed,  I  shall,  with  the  con- 
currence of  my  venerable  and  learned  brother,  and  indeed  at  his 
request,  take  precedence  ^of  him  in  expressing  our  united  senti- 
ments; he,  however,  reserving  to  himself  the  right  of  adding  after- 
wards what  he  may  think  I  have  omitted  in  further  illustration  of 
the  subject. 

(1)  The  corrections  in  this  reprint  of  the  judgment  of  Dowling  J.  are  those  made 
by  His  Honor,  and  contaiQed  in  YoL  66,  p.  161  tt  seq.  of  his  general  notes. 


V, 

Fabrell. 
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1831.  This  case  was  argued  on  the  28th  June,  1831,  with  great  zeal,  ability, 

X(£x  ^^^  learning.  No  man  called  upon  to  administer  the  anxious  and 
sacred  duties  of  a  Judge,  can  be  indifferent  to  the  advantages  resulting 
from  the  assistance  of  an  intelligent  and  independent  bar,  in  the  dis- 
cussion of  all  matters  of  doubt  or  difficulty  presented  to  his  considera- 
tion and  judgment.  These  advantages  the  Court  has  had  on  the 
present  occasion,  and  has  fully  availed  itself  of  them,  in  applying  its 
mind  io  the  resolution  it  is  called  upon  to  form  on  the  several  points 
submitted  for  determination. 

The  material  question  arising  in  the  case  is,  whether  a  convict 
attainted  of  a  capital  felony,  committed  within  the  territory  of  New 
South  Wales,  but  whose  sentence  has  been  commuted  by  the  Q-ovemor 
to  transportation  for  fourteen  years  to  a  penal  settlement,  can,  before 
the  expiration  of  his  commuted  punishment,  be  received  as  a  competent 
witness  in  a  court  of  justice  within  this  Colony,  without  a  pardon  of 
the  offence  of  which  he  has  been  attainted. 

Before  I  state  the  grounds  of  the  opinion  which  I  entertain  upon 
this  important  question,  it  may  be  convenient,  though  perhaps  unneces- 
sary, to  bring  under  review — first,  the  peculiar  character  of  the  Colony, 
and,  secondly,  the  circumstances  of  the  case  in  which  the  question 
arises. 

First,  it  is  a  matter  of  history  that,  until  within  the  last  ten  years, 
New  South  "Wales  has,  with  few  exceptions,  been  exclusively  dedicated 
by  the  Crown  to  the  reception  and  detention  as  a  place  of  punishment 
and  reformation  of  offenders  against  the  laws  of  the  Empire.  To  all  in- 
tents and  purposes  it  has  been  treated  and  regarded  as  an  extensive  gaol, 
and  most,  if  not  all,  the  laws  and  regulations  for  its  government  have  been 
founded  on  that  footing.  In  no  sense  of  the  word  has  it  been,  nor  can 
it  have  been  considered,  as  a  free  settlement  and  colony  of  Englishmen. 
In  this  respect  it  has  been  in  the  lowest  grade  in  which  a  society  of 
English  subjects  could  be  placed  to  form  a  community,  and  differed 
from  every  other  colony  under  the  dominion  of  the  British  Crown. 
Admitting,  on  the  authority  of  Salkeld,  p.  411  and  p.  666,  and  2  P. 
Williams^  76, — "  That  if  an  uninhabited  country  be  discovered  and 
planted  by  Englishmen,  all  the  laws  then  in  being,  which  are  the 
birthright  of  every  subject,  are  immediately  there  in  force,"  still,  I 
apprehend  this  doctrine  could  not  be  reasonably  construed  to  extend 
to  a  community  of  English  subjects,  not  voluntarily  settling  as  free 
emigrants  in  a  newly-discovered  country,  but  brought  thither  as  a 
place  of  punishment  and  exile,  in  consequence  of  their  having  violated 
those  very  laws  under  which  they  had  been  previously  protected  as  a 
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general  municipal  laws  of  England  could  not  have  been  administered,  rex 
and  that  no  laws  could  be  applied  to  them  but  such  as  are  equally- 
applicable  to  all  persons  in  the  like  degraded  situation,  whether  con- 
fined within  the  walls  of  a  gaol  or  allowed  to  move  within  certain 
prescribed  bounds  under  restraints  of  penal  discipline,  namely,  those 
that  had  the  effect  of  protecting  them  against  unlawful  violence,  or 
unnecessary  coercion. 

Any  other  laws  or  regulations  applicable  to  them  must  have  reference 
to  their  peculiar  condition,  and  to  the  necessities  of  the  place  in  which 
they  were  inhabiting,  arising  from  the  gradual  emancipation  of  indi- 
viduals from  penal  restraint.  It  is  very  true  that  within  the  last  ten 
years  the  territory  of  New  South  "Wales  has  been  thrown  open  for, 
and  encouragement  given  to,  the  surplus  free  population  of  the  mother 
country,  to  emigrate  to  our  shores  ;  and  it  is  no  less  true  (and  it  is  a 
subject  of  the  warmest  gratulation)  that  the  general  character  of  this 
settlement  has  been  progressively  ameliorated  by  the  decided  reforma- 
tion of  a  large  proportion  of  its  original  inhabitants,  but  more  especially 
in  the  almost  universal  correctness  and  morality  of  their  progeny ;  but 
still  New  South  Wales  retains  its  prominent  character  as  a  place  of 
penal  transportation.  A  vast  majority  of  its  inhabitants  have  been 
or  are  still  subjected  to  those  legal  disabilities  consequent  upon  the 
crimes  committed  in  the  mother  country.  Notwithstanding  the 
auspicious  aspect  which  the  settlement  has  assumed  during  the  period 
to  which  I  have  alluded,  it  is  not  to  be  denied  that  it  has  not  yet 
attained  that  rank  which  places  it  on  an  equal  footing  in  political  and 
municipal  government  with  any  other  Colony  of  the  British  Crown. 
It  continues  the  receptacle  of  those  criminals  who  have  subjected 
themselves  to  the  just  severities  of  the  law  in  their  native  land, 
hundreds  of  whom  are  annually  transported  to  our  shores.  As  a 
general  proposition,  therefore,  it  is  not  true  that  the  laws  of  England 
are,  or  can  be  applied  universally  in  this  country,  laying  aside  the 
infancy  of  the  settlement,  and  adverting  solely  to  the  peculiarly 
anomalous  character  of  its  society.  If  any  doubt  could  be  entertained 
of  this,  it  must  be  removed  at  once  by  a  reference  to  the  New  South 
"Wales  Act,  9  Geo.  IV  c.  8^3,  almost  every  provision  of  which  has  in 
view  the  peculiarity  of  the  Colony  since  the  foundation.  Even  the 
24th  section,  relied  upon  so  much  in  argument,  demonstrates  this ;  for 
although  it  enacts  "  that  all  laws  and  statutes'*  (which  I  take  to  com- 
prehend the  common  as  well  as  the  statute  laws)  *'  in  force  within  the 
realm  of  England  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  Act  [not  being 
inconsistent  herewith,  or  with  any  charters  or  letters  patent  or  order 
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1831.        Iq  Council  which  may  be  issued  in  pursuance  hereof]  shall  be  applied 
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Rex  in  the  administration  of  justice  in  the  Courts  of  New  South 
Farbell.  ^*^®8>'* — 7^^  i*  is  ^ith  this  limitation,  "  so  far  as  the  same  can  be 
applied  within  the  Colony,"  which  is  a  clear  reco^ition  of  the  isolated 
character  of  the  Colony  when  contrasted  with  any  British  settle* 
ment.  It  is  very  true  that  it  is  enacted  by  the  same  clause,  that 
as  often  as  any  case  shall  arise  as  to  the  application  of  any  such 
laws  in  the  Colony,  the  Q-OYemor,  with  the  advice  of  the  Legislative 
Council,  shall  by  ordinances  declare  whether  such  laws  shall  be  deemed 
to  extend  to  the  .Colony,  &c.,  but  still  it  is  the  duty  in  the  meantime 
and  before  such  ordinances  are  p'^ssed,  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as  often 
as  any  such  doubts  shall  arise  upon  the  trial  of  any  information  or 
action,  to  adjudge  and  decide  as  to  the  application  of  any  such  laws  in 
the  Colony.  This  however  clearly  applies  to  the  common  law  as  well 
as  the  statute  laws  of  England,  as  may  be  collected  from  the  very  first 
paragraph  of  the  clause  which  speaks  of  *^all  laws  and  statutes*^  in 
force  within  the  realm  of  England.  It  therefore  gives  us  in  express 
terms  the  power,  nay,  it  imposes  on  us  the  duty  of  determining  the 
applicability  of  any  of  the  laws  of  England,  whether  common  or 
statutable  to  this  Colony. 

In  endeavouring  to  apply  even  some  of  the  'fundamental  principles 
of  the  common  law  of  England,  the  Judges  of  this  Court  have  con- 
stantly found  themselves  obstructed  by  local  difficulties  and  peculiarities, 
arising  from  the  character  of  the  inhabitants  and  the  relations  pro- 
duced in  the  intercourse  of  a  society  so  compounded.  They  have 
been  compelled  to  lay  down  principles,  and  adopt  resolutions,  which 
would  perhaps  startle  a  lawyer  in  Westminster  Hall,  but  which  they' 
have  been  driven  to  resort  to  in  order  to  meet  the  exigencies  of 
society,  and  adopt  the  principles  of  British  law  as  far  as  they  were 
practicable,  consistently  with  the  heterogenous  state  of  the  community. 
A  very  anxious  and  responsible  duty  has  thus  been  cast  upon  the 
Judges  of  this  Court.  They  could  have  been  well  pleased,  if  it  were 
practicable  by  legislative  authority,  to  declare  beforehand  what  rules 
and  maxims  of  the  common  law  of  England  were,  and  what  were  not, 
applicable  to  the  territory  of  New  South  Wales ;  but  as  such  a  legis* 
lative  declaration  might  be  productive  of  the  greatest  inconvenience 
the  Legislature  has  been  pleased  to  leave  a  wide  discretion  to  the 
Judges,  to  mould  the  principles  and  rules  of  the  common  law,  to  the 
actual  state  of  society,  to  which  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  extends. 
The  utmost  that  the  Legislature  could  have  done  would  have  been 
to  provide  as  many  rules  and  regulations  as  would  embrace  the 
greater  number    of   cases  likely  to    occur,  and    then    trust,  after 
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all,  to  the  authority  of  the  Judges,  acting  upon  the  spirit  of  the  ^^31. 
law,  for  the  settlement  of  such  as  could  not  be  decided  according  B£x 
to  its  letter.  In  this  country  an  infinite  number  of  questions  have  p,  ^* 
arisen,  and  are  still  likely  to  arise,  from  the  practical  application  of  the 
general  principles  of  English  law,  to  the  raried  and  incongruous 
transactions  of  human  life.  A  very  responsible  power,  certainly,  is 
vested  in  the  Judges  in  this  respect,  but  the  Legislature  having 
reposed  it  in  us,  I  confidently  trust  that  those  who  are  called  upon  to 
exercise  it  will  do  so  soundly,  considerately,  and  with  a  conscientious 
desire  honestly  and  uprightly  to  acquit  themselves  of  the  sacred  trust 
thus  confided.  I  have  made  these  general  observations  as  to  the 
peculiarity  of  this  Colony,  for  the  purpose  of  pointing  out  how 
evidently  it  differs  not  only  from  the  transcendent  condition  of  the 
parent  state,  but  from  every  other  British  settlement  in  parts  beyond 
seas,  and  to  note  how  difBcult,  nay,  impracticable,  it  is  to  act  upon 
every  maxim  of  British  law  with  the  same  strictness,  consistency,  and 
inviolability  that  is  observable  in  the  mother  country  and  its  other 
dependencies.  The  canons  of  evidence,  as  part  of  the  common  law  of 
England,  for  the  like  reasons  to  which  I  have  alluded,  are  no  less 
subject  to  modifications  and  departures  in  the  practical  administration 
of  justice  in  our  Courts  than  are  the  principles  and  maxims  of  the 
general  unwritten  laws  of  the  Empire.  This  branch  of  the  common 
law  is  founded  rather  upon  the  local  usages  and  Rules  of  Practice  of 
the  Courts,  and  the  dicta  of  Judges  delivered  from  time  to  time  in  the 
practical  administration  of  justice,  than  upon  general  settled  customs 
and  usages,  which  have  become  fixed  in  the  minds  and  consciences  of 
all  men  as  the  result  of  a  right  sense  and  perception  of  natural  justice, 
which  is  the  foundation  of  what  is  emphatically  called  common  law. 
These  Bales  of  Practice  have,  even  in  the  Courts  of  the  mother  country, 
varied  from  time  to  time  according  to  circumstances,  and  are  perpetually 
subject  to  changes,  like  all  judicial  resolutions,  according  to  exigencies 
not  originally  foreseen.  In  forming  such  resolutions,  the  Judges  cannot 
reasonably  be  said  to  assume  to  themselves  the  power  of  legislation  in 
the  latitude  which  was  urged  in  the  course  of  the  argument  in  this  case. 
The  Sules  of  Evidence  which  the  Judges  are  compelled  to  resort  to  in 
the  practical  execution  of  the  laws,  are  only  the  means  by  which  the  laws 
themselves  are  carried  into  effect.  In  one  sense  they  may  be  said  to  legis- 
late, for  not  only  every  rule  which  they  lay  down,  but  every  judgment  or 
decision  of  the  Court  may  be  said  to  be  a  law  as  far  as  it  goes ;  that  is, 
a  precedent  for  the  decision  and  illustration  of  every  subsequent  analo- 
gous case  that  may  be  brought  under  consideration.  In  no  other 
sense  does  a  court  of  jiutice  legislate  or  depart  from  its  province  in 
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1S3.1.  this  respect ;  and  I  persuade  myself  that  the  Judges  of  this  Court 
Rex  ^ill  never  presume  to  arrogate  to  themselves  the  constitutional  pro- 
Farrell  ^^^^^  of  the  Legislature.  For  my  own  part  I  utterly  disclaim  and 
repudiate  such  an  idea.  I  confine  myself,  and  hope  ever  shall  do,  to 
the  bounds  prescribed  by  the  wisdom  of  the  Legislature  for  the 
guidance  and  government  of  my  conduct  in  the  administration  of 
those  laws  committed  to  this  Court  for  execution.  The  power  of 
prescribing  Eules  of  Practice  is  incident  to  every  Court  of  Record. 
This  power  is  expressly  given  to  this  Court  by  the  Statute,  Geo.  4, 
o.  83,  s.  16,  which  authorizes  the  Judges  to  make  rules  and  regulations, 
touching  the  practice  of  the  Court,  and  all  other  matters  and  things 
whatsoever  for  the  conduct  of  business  in  the  Court  as  may  be  adapted 
to  the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  the  Colony.  But  independent 
of  this  power,  which  contemplates  written  rules  and  orders,  I  appre- 
hend that  the  Court,  as  a  consequence  of  their  jurisdiction  as  a 
Supreme  Court  of  Eecord,  would,  of  necessity,  have  the  power  of 
determining  what  rules  of  evidence  adopted  in  the  Courts  of  the 
Mother  Country  are  applicable  in  the  practical  administration  of 
justice,  in  a  community  so  dissimilar  in  its  elements  from  the  free  and 
untainted  country,  from  which  this  settlement  derives  its  origin. 
Having  thus  premised  these  few  observations  as  to  the  peculiar  char- 
acter of  this  country,  I  shall  now  shortly  advert  to  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  in  which  we  are  called  upon  to  determine  the  principal 
question  submitted  to  our  decision. 

In  the  month  of  September,  1823,  a  deep  laid  scheme  was  formed 
by  more  than  one  person  to  plunder  the  Bank  of  Australia.  The  plan 
was  executed  with  a  degree  of  cunning,  contrivance,  and  perseverance, 
scarcely  paralleled  in  the  history  of  human  villainy.  After  entering 
a  main  sewer  the  depredators  burrowed  under  ground,  and  made  their 
way  through  walls  many  feel  in  thickness,  and  after  working  several 
days,  at  length  succeeded  in  breaking  into  the  cofiPers  of  the  Bank,  from 
which  they  carried  off  upwards  of  £12,000  in  notes  and  cash.  The  notes 
found  their  way  into  the  hands  of  many  suspected  persons,  and  the  Bank 
from  the  difficulty  of  affixing  guilt  upon  the  holders  paid  many  of 
them  to  a  large  amount,  although  conscious  that  they  were  stolen.  The 
parties  who  were  the  actors  in  the  felony  contrived  to  keep  their  secret, 
after  every  effort  by  reward  and  vigilance  had  been  used  to  bring  them 
to  justice,  until  a  disclosure  was  made  a  very  short  time  since  by  a  man 
named  William  Blaocsione,  a  prisoner  of  the  crown,  who  since  the 
Bank  robbery  had  been  convicted  in  this  Court,  and  had  judgment  of 
death  recorded  against  him  for  a  capital  felony,  but  which  judgment 
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had  been  commuted  by  His  Excellency  the  Grovernor,  to  fourteen  years  1831. 
transportation  to  the  i)enal  settlement  at  Norfolk  Island.  This  man  Jj^^^ 
having  been  brought  back  to  Sydney  as  a  witness  in  some  transaction 
arising  in  the  Island  (being  suspected  of  having  participated  in  the 
Bank  robbery),  at  first  refused  to  make  any  communication  on  the  ^^^  "'^ 
subject,  but  at  length  confessed  that  he  and  other  persons  actually 
committed  the  robbery,  and  amongst  other  individuals  whom  he 
implicated  were  the  prisoners  Farrell  and  Dingle  as  principals,  and  the 
other  prisoner  Woodward  as  a  receiver  of  part  of  the  ptolen  property 
to  the  amount  of  £1,000.  Upon  his  information  these  persons  were 
apprehended,  and  on  their  trial  Blackstone  was  produced  as  a  witness, 
and  in  several  material  parts  of  his  evidence  he  was  confirmed  by  other 
testimony,  of  unimpeachable  character,  and  the  Jury,  after  a  very  long 
and  elaborate  trial,  which  occupied  ten  hours,  found  all  the  prisoners — 
Guilty. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  question  arises,  whether  this  man 
could  be  received  as  a  competent  w^itness  in  the  Courts  of  this  country 
without  a  pardon  for  his  Colonial  offences.  The  objection  to  his 
competency  is,  that  judgment  of  death  having  been  recorded  against 
him  he  is  civiliter  moriuus^  and  though  possessing  natural  vitality,  he  is 
to  be  regarded  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  as  actually  dead.  This  it  was 
urged  was  the  inflexible  principle  of  the  common  law  of  England,  and 
invariably  acted  upon  with  respect  to  such  persons  in  the  administration 
of  justice  in  the  mother  country.  The  authorities  cited  were  3  Black 
Gomg.^  p.  370,  where  it  is  said,  "Infamous  persons  are  such  as  may  be 
challenged  as  Jurors  propter  delictum ;  and  therefore  never  shall  bo 
admitted  to^ve  evidence  to  inform  that  jury  with  whom  they  wore  too 
scandalous  to  associate."  This  position  clearly  applies  to  the  disability 
of  an  infamous  person  from  sitting  on  a  Jury,  not  to  his  competency  as 
a  witness.  From  a  Text  Book  of  authority  on  the  law  of  evidence  this 
passage  was  cited,  "  If  two  or  more  persons  are  accomplices,  one  who 
is  not  indicted  may  be  a  witness  against  the  others.  So  he  may 
even  after  conviction,  if  judgment  has  not  passed  against  him ;  for 
it  is  not  the  conviction,  but  the  judgment  that  creates  the  disability.'^ 
Nay,  according  to  HatoJcins^  P.C.B.,  2,  c,  46,  8.  108,  it  was  urged,  that 
it  bad  been  even  doubted  how  far  the  King's  pardon  would  remove  the 
disability  of  such  a  witness.  Again,  in  Oully^s  case  (1),  a  witness  wha 
had  been  convicted  of  felony  was  rejected  though  he  produced  lettera 
under  the  King's  sign  manual  upon  which  a  pardon  would  have  passed 
the  Great  Seal. 

(1)  1  Leach,  p.  98. 
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1831.  There  is  no  doubt  that  these  maxims  are  io  full  force  and  virtue  in 

jt,Kx  "  ^^  Courts  of  the  mother  country,  aud  there  is  as  little  doubt  that  all 
Judges  would  in  England  abide  by  them  as  inflexible.  But  the  question 
is,  whether  we,  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  South  Wales, 
sitting  under  the  authority  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  creating  a  peculiar 
Court  for  the  administration  of  justice  in  a  penal  Colony  16,000  miles 
distant  for  the  parent  State,  can  rigidly  adhere,  and  act  upon  maxims 
which  have  grown  up  in  the  long  course  of  time,  and  perhaps  ha?e 
become  inveterate  in  an  old  and  settled  country,  so  remotely  different 
from  the  country  in  which  we  are  living.  By  the  express  directions  of 
Parliament  we  are  required  not  to  create  a  new  law,  but  to  adjudge 
and  decide  whether  this,  even  if  it  be  a  fundamental  part  of  the  law  of 
England,  is  applicable  to  the  state  and  condition  of  this  Colony.  God 
forbid !  that  the  Judges  of  this  Court  should  ever  manifest  a  disposition 
to  evade  or  frustrate  any  merciful  spirit  in  any  part  of  the  criminal 
code  of  England — a  code  which  it  may  be  admitted  is  sufficiently  terrific 
in  its  denunciations  against  evil  doers.  We  should  approach  w4th 
dismay  the  attempt  to  violate  any  immutable  principle  of  justice,  felt 
in  the  heart,  and  approved  by  the  reason  of  all  mankind ;  but  is  the 
admission  of  such  a  man  as  a  witness  repugnant  to  anything  but  a  dry 
canon  of  evidence,  which  peculiarly  obtains  validity  in  a  country  so 
diametrically  opposite  in  its  character,  its  inhabitants,  its  institutions, 
to  that  in  which  we  are  living  ?  It  is  not  disputed,  that  but  for  the  fact 
of  judgment  of  death  being  recorded  against  this  man,  though  pronounced 
guilty  by  a  jury  in  his  country,  he  would  have  been  a  competent  witness. 
The  objection,  therefore,  resolves  itself  in  one  more  of  technicality  than 
substance.  The  omnipotence  of  a  pardon  under  the  great  seal  might 
reatore  the  man  to  testimonial  vitality,  but  he  would  still*  remain  the 
same  infamous  and  worthless  villain ;  his  moral  turpitude  and  baseness, 
his  incredibility  as  an  unconfirmed  accomplice  would  not  be  thereby 
purged.  Circumstanced  therefore  as  we  are,  surrounded  by  a  popula- 
tion unhappily  too  prone,  in  many  instances,  from  early  predilections, 
to  the  commission  of  enormous  crimes,  and  armed  as  we  are  with  such 
extensive  powers  by  the  wisdom  of  Parliament,  we  are  imperatively 
called  upon,  however  repugnant  the  duty  may  be  io  men  nurtured  in 
a  devout  reverence  of  every  principle  of  British  law,  to  adapt  the  rules 
of  evidence  to  the  practical  administration  of  justice  in  this  settlement. 
I  feel  with  full  force,  and  have  a  just  sense  of,  the  danger  of  admitting 
the  doctrine  of  expediency  and  necessity  in  the  administration  of  the 
laws;  but  the  welfare  of  society,  the  due  administration  of  justice, 
which  is  the  great  bond  of  the  social  compact,  require  in  many  cases, 
that  this  doctrine  should  be  resorted  to.     Why  is  it,  that,  even  in  the 
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mother  country,  informerB  and  accomplices  are  admitted  as  competent  1831. 
witnesses  in  a  cour^  of  justioe  ?  Not  that  this  class  of  infamous  persons  ^^ 
are  favourites  of  the  law^,  but  that  the  safety  of  the  State,  and  the  ^- 

welfare  of  civilized  society  require  that  they  should  be  used  as  instru- 
ments to  bring  enormous  crimes  to  light.  Such  persons  are  received  ^  *^0  * 
as  witnesses  ex  necessitate^ — and  because  without  them  the  greatest 
offences  against  society  must  go  unpunished.  The  Judges  in  the  mother 
country  have  confessedly  gone  to  this  extent  (following,  indeed,  the 
principle  of  the  Boman  law  itself),  and  no  reasonable  man,  having  in 
view  the  office  and  utility  of  a  court  of  justice,  can  impugn  tbe  sound- 
ness of  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  expediency  and  necessity  to 
this  extent.  We  are  now  called  upon  to  go  a  step  farther,  and  combat 
with  a  canon  of  evidence  which  is  in  its  spirit,  technical,  and  goes  to 
disqualify  a  man,  from  being  a  witness,  not  because  he  may  bave  been 
convicted  by  a  jury  of  his  country,  of  crimes  the  most  abhorent  from 
human  nature,  but  because  he  has  gone  through  the  form  of  having 
judgment  of  death  recorded  against  him,  and  has  had  his  life  spared 
through  the  mercy  of  the  Crown,  on  condition  of  being  transported  to 
a  penal  settlement  for  fourteen  years,  the  term  of  transportation  not 
being  yet  expired.  I  own  that  regarding  it  as  a  naked  proposition,  my 
mind  is  not  free  from  difficulty  and  anxiety  (imbued  as  it  is  with  the 
prejudices  of  an  education  acquired  in  Westminster  Hall),  when  called 
upon  to  get  over  even  the  slightest  matter  of  form  where  the  life  of  a 
man  is  concerned ;  but  constituted  as  this  Court  is — called  upon  as 
Judges  to  administer  justice  in  a  country  so  peculiarly  circumstanced, 
we  must  approach  the  duty  thus  cast  upon  us,  and  discharge  it  firmly 
according  to  the  dictates  of  our  consciences,  and  a  just  consideration 
of  the  call  upon  us  for  the  conservation  of  the  lives  and  property  of 
our  fellow-subjects. 

In  determining  this  question,  my  mind  has  been  relieved  by  the  con- 
sideration of  the  long,  though  perhaps  silent  usage  whicb  has  obtained 
in  the  Courts  in  this  country  upon  the  subject,  and  of  the  seriously 
inconvenient  consequences  likely  to  flow  from  giving  effect  to  such  an 
objection.  If  the  maxim  upon  which  the  objection  is  founded,  be 
inflexible,  and  cannot  be  allowed  to  yield  to  expediency  or  necessity 
cinder  any  circumstances,  it  would  go  to  disqualify  every  felon  convict 
transported  to  this  country,  whose  sentence  happened  to  be  unexpired 
— that  is,  about  three-fourths  of  the  population  would  be  excluded 
from  the  witness  box,  nay  put  out  of  the  protection  of  the  law  against 
personal  violence  and  oppres&ion.  It  is  admitted,  that  in  practice,  such 
persons  are  not  disqualified,  and  are  every  day  admitted  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  justice,  nay,  even  in  cases  of  life  and  death.    Why  are  they 
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1831.         admitted  ?     Only  because  of  the  difficulty  and  delay  in  procuring  from 
Rex        the  mother  country,  certified  copies  of  the  record  of  convictions  and 
p    ''•  judgment ;  this,  howeyer,  does  not  get  rid  of  the  principle  of  the 

objection ;  it  is  only  inconvenience,  expediency,  and  necessity,  that 
stifle  it,  for  if  the  Court  could  bring  itself  to  tolerate  the  delay  of  pro- 
curing certified  copies  of  the  record  of  conviction  and  judgment  of 
every  person  of  this  class,  the  Court  would  be  fettered  and  hampered 
by  the  English  canon  of  evidence  in  such  cases.     But  after  all,  is  it 
not  a  simulation  of  the  understanding,  to  resort  to  such  a  reason  for 
admitting  the  testimony  of  such  persons  P     Is  it  not  notorious  that 
these  persons  have  been  transported  as  felon  convicts,  as  appears  by 
the  Indents  under  which  they  are  brought  out,  treated  as  such,  and 
submitting  as  such,  in  consequence  of  the  record  of  their  conviction 
and  judgment  being  to  be  found  upon  the  files  of  the  Court  in  which 
they  have  been  tried.    The  recent  case  of  Hogan  v.  Hely,  was  decided 
on  this    principle,  the  Court  having    held  that  the  Indent   being 
equivalent  to  a  warrant  of  execution,  was  conclusive,  presumptive 
evidence,  until  the  contrary  was  proved,  of  a  valid  subsisting  conviction 
remaining  of  record  in  the  Courts  of  the  mother  country.    Admitting, 
however,  that  it  were  practicable  to  transmit  with  every  transported 
felon  from  the  United  Kingdom,  a  certificate  copy  of  the  record  of  his 
or  her  conviction  and  judgment,  still,  I  apprehend,  we  should,  from 
necessity,  be  bound  in  the  practical  administration  of  justice,  and 
in  the  exercise  of    the  powers    delegated  to    us,  to    resort  to   a 
canon  of  evidence  adapted  to  our  own  community,  and  disregard  an 
objection  which  would  be  fatal  to  the  competency  of  such  witnesses 
in  the  Courts  of  the  mother  country.     Since  the  foundation  of  the 
Colony,  now  forty-three  years,  such  persons  have  been  universally 
jidmitted  as  witnesses,  notwithstanding  the  notoriety  of  their  degraded 
state,  and  despite  the  practicability,  however  inconvenient  it  might  be, 
of  procuring  from  home  official  documents  to  prove  their  incompetency ; 
but  then  it  is  said,  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  a  person  con- 
victed of  felony  in  the  Colony,  and  transported  to  a  penal  settlement, 
and  a  convicted  felon,  transported  from  Great  Britain  to  New  South 
Wales,  for,  as  it  was  urged,  a  penal  settlement  is  as  to  this  settlement, 
what  this  settlement  is  to  the  mother  country.     I  confess,  my  mind 
has  not  been  able  to  understand  or  grapple  with  such  a  distinction. 
There  may  be  more  facility  in  gaining  access  to  the  record  of  conviction 
and  judgment  of  a  felon  in  the  Colony  than  in  procuring  it  from 
England,  but  is  the  tenacity  of  an  objection  which  affects  the  life  of 
man  to  be  measured  by  time  and  place  ?    If  the  objection  be  good  in 
the  case  of  a  felon  convicted  in  New  South  "Wales,  it  must  be  equally 
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good  in  the  case  of  a  conyicted  felon  transported  Utber  from  the  1831. 
mother  country.  The  only  difference  is,  that  there  would  be  more  r^x 
difficulty  and  delay  in  obtaining  the  necessary  proofs  to  sustain  the 
objection  in  the  latter,  than  in  the  former  case.  According  to  the 
argument,  this  man  stands  precisely  in  the  same  situation  with  a 
capital  convict  transported  to  New  South  Wales  from  England,  under 
a  commutation  of  his  sentence  of  death ;  if  so,  why  should  this  one  be 
rejected  and  the  other  admitted  as  a  competent  witness  P  The  only 
reason  that  can  be  assigned  is,  that  which  I  have  already  pointed  out, — 
merely  the  delay  necessary  to  procure  the  copy  of  the  record  and 
judgment  against  the  English  convict. 

It  has  been  broadly  admitted,  that  with  respect  to  offences  com- 
mitted in  the  penal  dependencies  of  this  Colony,  the  numerous  felons 
transported  thither,  though  convicted  in  the  Colony,  are  competent 
witnesses,  because  of  the  necessity  of  receiving  their  testimony.  It 
appears  to  me  that  this  concession  goes  the  whole  length  of  the 
doctrine  upon  which  the  Court  is  constrained  to  overrule  the  objection. 
Can  the  difference  of  place  vary  a  principle,  which  if,  in  the  abstract, 
it  is  sound,  legal,  aud  inflexible,  must  be  so  everywhere  ?  If  such  a 
man  as  this  be  a  competent  witness  to  give  evidence  of  a  transaction 
arising  at  a  penal  settlement,  I  cannot  comprehend  why  he  should  not 
be  equally  competent  in  a  case  occut*ring  in  Sydney.  Are  the  lives 
and  personal  safety  of  the  unhappy  men  who  may  be  transported  to  these 
penal  settlements  less  the  objects  of  care  and  solicitude  than  the  lives 
and  personal  safety  of  the  rest  of  God's  creatures  placed  under  the 
dominion  of  British  laws  ?  The  life  of  man  is  above  all  price ;  and 
surely  if  the  objection  be  good,  and  cannot  be  got  over  where  the  life 
of  a  freeman  is  in  a  jeopardy,  it  must  be  equally  good  in  the  case  of  a 
felon  enduring  a  secondary  sentence  of  transportation — unless,  indeed, 
it  be  contended  that  the  latter  is  wholly  out  of  the  protection  of  the 
law  against  personal  injury,  and  that  arbitrary  violence  may  do  as  it  lists 
with  his  life  and  limbs,>— a  doctrine  which  no  man,  whose  mind  is  imbued 
with  the  commonest  notions  of  humanity,  can  tolerate.  It  is  assumed 
that  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  penal  settlements  are  transported  felons 
from  this  part  of  the  Colony — that  they  stand  on  an  equal  footing 
with  each  other,  and  consequently  are  competent  witnesses  to  prove 
all  crimes  there  committed.  The  fact  upon  which  this  important  con- 
cession is  made,  is,  I  believe,  not  true  to  the  extent  alleged.  It  is 
notorious  that  there  are  many  unfortunate  men  in  the  settlement  of 
Norfolk  Island,  who  have  been  transported  thither  direct  from 
England  without  touching  our  shores  ;  and  it  is  no  less  true,  that  if 
His  Majesty,  by  the  advice  of  his  Privy  Council,  thinks  proper,  he  is 
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1831.  empowered  by  law  to  direct  any  number  of  felon  convictB  to  be  trans- 
Bex  ported  to  that  or  any  other  penal  settlement.  But  without  alluding 
to  this  class  of  persons,  it  is  within  the  knowledge  of  everybody  that 
there  is  a  considerable  civil  and  military  establishment  there,  consisting 
of  a  large  number  of  free  subjects  of  the  Grown.  Cases  have  frequently 
arisen,  in  the  different  penal  settlements  in  which  it  has  been  found 
necessary  to  resort  to  the  testimony  of  persons  under  what  are  called 
secondary  sentences,  in  order  to  the  due  investigation  of  justice.  They 
have  been  received  without  objection  ;  and,  as  far  as  I  know  of  the 
history  of  the  Colony,  the  practice  of  receiving  such  witnesses  has 
become  inveterate  on  the  principle  of  necessity.  Without  appealing  to 
the  experience  of  my  learned  brethren,  I  can  venture  to  say,  from  my 
own  personal  knowledge,  during  the  very  laborious  share  of  judicial 
business  that  has  fallen  to  my  lot  during  the  three  years  that  I  have 
been  here,  that  I  have  tried  at  least  ten  capital  cases  arising  in  the 
different  settlements,  where  most  of  the  witnesses,  if  not  all,  were  trans- 
ports under  unexpired  colonial  sentences  for  felony.  In  these  cases 
it  never  occurred  to  anybody  even  to  suggest  that  such  persons  were 
incompetent.  The  only  case  in  which  I  personally  know  the  objection 
to  have  been  raised  was  in  that  of  ^ea  v.  Gardener  and  Yems^  tried 
before  His  Honor  the  Chief  Justice.  There  the  offence  was  committed 
at  Fort  Macquarie,  and  all  the  witnesses  were  capital  felons  who  had 
been  transported  to  that  settlement,  and  whose  commuted  sentences 
were  unexpired.  The  objection  was  afterwards  fully  debated  and  con- 
sidered, and  the  whole  Court  came  to  the  unanimous  resolution  that 
their  testimony  was  admissible  upon  grounds  of  long  usage  and 
necessity.  The  propriety  of  that  decision  has  not  been  impugned.  On 
the  contrary,  it  has  been  conceded  that  that  case  was  well  decided  for 
the  reasons  there  given;  but  the  distinction  which  I  have  already 
noticed,  has  been  urged,  namely,  that  as  that  was  a  case  arising  at  a 
penal  settlement,  it  cannot  govern  a  case  arising  at  Sydney,  more 
especially  on  the  trial  of  persons  who  happen  to  have  become  free  by 
the  expiration  of  their  original  terms  of  transportation  from  their 
native  land.  Now,  whether  the  persons  under  trial  be  free  or  bonds- 
men, I  apprehend  that  circumstance  cannot  affect  the  principle  on 
which  the  person  tendered  as  a  witness  is  incompetent.  If  it  be 
absolutely  necessary  to  resort  to  impure  and  infamous  witnesses  in 
any  case  in  order  to  bring  to  light  the  deepest  crimes  committed  in 
secrecy,  and  under  the  cover  of  an  artful  and  daring  combination,  it 
can  make  no  difference  whether  the  persons  accused  be  free  men  or 
still  labouring  under  the  disabilities  of  a  subsisting  state  of  penal  dis- 
cipline.    The  place  in  which  the  offence,  or  the  person  by  whom  it  is 
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committed,  does  not  alFect  the  qaestion  now  under  consideration,  one        1831. 


way  or  the  other,  so  long  «s  both  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this         r^x 
Court.     But  even  if  there  were  precedents  wanting  for  the  admission  ^'- 
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of  such  witnesses  as  these  on  the  trial  of  free  persons,  there  is  a 
memorable  one  of  very  recent  date^  which  must  be  fresh  in  the  recol- 
lection of  everybody.  On  the  9th  of  October,  1829,  a  gentleman  of 
military  rank,  who  had  been  Commandant  at  Norfolk  Island,  was  tried 
in  this  court  for  alleged  wilful  murder  in  that  settlement.  On  that 
occasion,  no  less  than  three  transports  to  that  island  for  capital  felonies 
committed  in  this  part  of  the  Colony,  whose  commuted  sentences  were 
unexpired,  were  examined  as  witnesses  against  the  prisoner.  The 
prisoner  was  ably  defended  by  one  of  the  most  intelligent  practitioners 
in  this  Court,  but  it  never  occurred  to  his  quick  apprehension  to  object 
to  the  competency  of  such  witnesses.  They  were  received  as  a  matter 
of  course,  without  any  doubt  or  difficulty.  At  that  time,  certainly, 
the  case  of  Bea  v.  Gardiner  and  Terns  had  been  decided ;  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  then  having  been  delivered  on  the  6th  of  April  previously, 
and  probably  the  reason  why  the  objection  was  not  again  taken,  was 
because  that  decision  was  considered  conclusive,  even  in  a  case  where 
the  party  accused  happened  to  be  a  free  subject  of  the  crown.  This  I 
take  to  be  a  cogent  precedent,  if  individual  cases  were  wanting,  to 
govern  our  decision.  On  Monday,  the  11th  July  instant,  an  unhappy 
man  named  Macmanus  was  executed  for  cutting  and  maiming  a  fellow- 
prisoner  at  Moreton  Bay.  The  material  witnesses  were  capital  convicts 
labouring  under  secondary  sentences.  There  was  executed  on  Monday, 
the  18th  instant,  another  unhappy  man  named  Welch,  for  a  like 
offence,  committed  at  Norfolk  Island,  and  in  his  case  all  the  witnesses 
were  fellow  prisoners,  suffering  under  commuted  sentences  of  trans- 
portation for  capital  felonies  in  this  Colony.  From  my  own  judicial 
knowledge,  I  could  name,  if  it  were  necessary,  several  other  cases  of 
the  like  kind. 

But  then  it  was  suggested  that  there  was  a  course  open  for  making 
this  man  a  competent  witness,  namely,  that  of  obtaining  for  him  the 
Governor's  pardon,  if  his  testimony  was  essential  to  the  ends  of  justice, 
and  consequently,  that  it  would  be  carrying  the  doctrine  of  necessity 
farther  than  this  case  required.  Eor  more  abundant  caution  such  a 
course  might  certainly  have  been  adopted  j  but  I  apprehend  it  was 
unnecessary.  If  the  Governor's  pardon  was  necessary  in  his  case,  it 
must  be  equally  necessary  in  all  other  cases  in  which  the  testimony  of 
such  a  person  is  -required  for  the  purposes  of  justice.  The  penal 
settlements  are  the  receptacles  for  the  worst  criminals — men  who  have 
been  over  and  over  again  convicted  of  offences  against  the  laws  of  the 
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1831.        land,  and  are  in  general  utterly  irreclaimable.     Many  atrocious  crimes 
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I^^Ex  ^^6  committed  amongst  them.  Will  it  be  contended  that  such  indi- 
viduals of  this  class  of  persons  who  happen  to  be  present  at,  or  know 
something  of,  the  murder  of  one  of  their  fellow-prisoners,  committed 
perhaps  bj  a  free  man,  and  consequently  become  material  and  neces- 
sary witnesses,  for  the  defence  as  well  as  for  the  crown,  and  without 
whose  testimony  justice  cannot  be  duly  administered,  must  receive  a 
pardon  of  their  Colonial  offences  in  order  to  render  them  competent, 
and  this  without  any  meritorious  reason  on  their  part?  Must  the 
worst  of  men  be  again  turned  loose  upon  that  society,  of  which  their 
crimes  have  rendered  them  unworthy  members,  merely  because  their 
testimony  happens  to  become  necessary  in  the  due  administration  of 
justice  ?  It  is  a  melancholy  feature  in  the  history  of  such  settlements, 
that  the  degraded  inhabitants  often  hatch  or  get  up  crimes  solely  for 
the  purpose  of  a  short  trip  to  Sydney,  and  be  thus  relieved  for  a  time 
from  the  dismal  irksomeness  of  penal  discipline.  Cases  of  this  descrip- 
tion have  been  frequently  brought  before  this  Court.  From  my  own 
judicial  knowledge  I  can  certify  that  when  in  the  box  as  witnesses 
some  of  those  men  have  unsaid  that  which  they  were  known  to  have 
sworn  to  before  the  local  authorities,  and  upon  the  supposed  credibility 
of  which  they  have  been  transmitted  to  Sydney  at  an  enormous  expense 
to  the  crown.  If  it  were  essential  to  their  competency,  that  they  should 
be  pardoned  (and  I  see  no  reason  why  they  should  not,  if  the  canon  of 
evidence  relied  upon  be  inflexible)  where  would  there  be  an  end  of  the 
frauds  committed  on  the  mercy  of  the  crown  ?  Such  a  doctrine  would 
be  holding  out  a  tempting  bounty  to  these  desperate  men  to  incite  to 
the  commission  of  the  most  flagrant  crimes,  in  order  thereby  to  obtain  a 
jmrdon  as  a  price  of  their  becoming  witnesses.  But  supposing  it  were 
practicable,  and  the  interests  of  justice  required  that  such  an  extra- 
ordinary course  of  proceeding  should  be  adopted,  what  guarantee 
would  there  be  that  men  so  long  indifferent  to  the  dictates  of  honesty, 
morality,  and  the  commonest  ties  of  society,  would  become  the 
witnesses  of  truth,  or  regard  the  solemn  sanctity  of  an  oath  ?  But  the 
mischief  of  this  doctrine  would  not  be  conflned  in  its  effects  to  penal 
settlements.  There  are  hundreds  of  crown  prisoners  annually  con- 
victed of  felonies  before  this  Court — the  Quarter  Sessions — and  before 
the  summary  jurisdiction  of  the  Colony,  who  are  set  to  work  in  irons 
on  the  public  roads.  These  men  often  become  material  and  necessary 
witnesses,  whilst  suffering  their  secondary  punishments,  and  therefore, 
if  the  canon  of  evidence  alluded  to  be  rigidly  acted  upon  in  this 
Colony,  as  part  of  the  common  law  of  England,  these  persons  must  all 
be  pardoned  to  restore  their  competency,  notwithstanding  their  personal 
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unworthiness  and  moral  turpitude.  The  ordinary  stream  of  justice  1831. 
must  be  stopped  before  CTery  tribunal  in  the  Colony,  innumerable  j^^x 
crimes  must  go  unpunished,  and  desperate  men  may  set  the  laws  of  the  ''• 
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country  at  defiance,  unless  the  competency  of  such  witnesses  be 
restored  by  pardon.  If  a  pardon  to  such  men  could  purge  them  of 
their  moral  baseness,  restore  them  to  a  just  sense  of  their  duty  as  good 
citizens,  and  render  them  worthy  members  of  society,  there  would  be 
a  meritorious  consideration  for  such  an  interposition  of  the  Eoyal 
clemency ;  but  when  it  is  obvious  that  they  would  still  retain  the  same 
habits  of  worthless  depravity,  and  the  like  disregard,  as  before,  of  the 
restraints  of  civilized  life,  the  reason  of  granting  such  a  boon  could  be 
founded  only  upon  deference  to  a  mere  matter  of  form.  It  may  be 
that  in  other  instances,  pardons  have  been  given  to  restore  competency, 
but  this  may  have  been  from  prudential  reasons,-— from  merit  in  the 
persons  receiving  the  pardon,  or  for  other  causes  to  which  I  am  at  pre- 
sent a  stranger.  In  the  case  of  Bex  v,  Bwyer,  tried  before  His  Honor 
the  Chief  Justice  in  1824,  and  mainly  relied  upon  in  argument,  the 
principal  reason  why  the  convict  Power  was  rejected,  was  that  the 
pardon  granted  him  by  the  Crown  being  conditional,  and  the  condition 
not  performed,  it  was  considered  insufficient  to  restore  competency. 
The  point  now  under  consideration,  though  suggested,  was  not  the 
subject  of  solemn  deliberation  and  judgment.  At  that  time  the 
Supreme  Court  had  not  its  present  numerical  strength,  at  least,  and 
though  I  will  yield  to  no  man  in  unfeigned  admiration  of  the  distin- 
guished talents,  great  learning,  and  perspicacious  mind  of  my  honored 
and  venerated  colleague  next  to  me,  yet  I  persuade  myself,  that  if  that 
case  had  been  presented  to  his  consideration,  in  the  way  in  which  this 
case  has  been  submitted  to  us,  he  would,  at  least,  have  pronounced  a 
solemn  judgment  upon  the  point,  in  order  that  if  any  doubt  existed  of 
the  applicability  of  the  canon  of  evidence  relied  upon  to  this  Colony, 
the  legislature  might  have  interposed  to  remove  it,  and  have  spared  us 
the  painful  duty,  atter  the  lapse  of  seven  years,  of  differing  with  him, 
upon  a  point  of  such  vital  importance  to  the  administration  of  justice 
in  this  Colony.  I  grant  that  there  may  be  extreme  cases  to  which  it 
would  be  too  shocking  to  carry  the  doctrine  on  which  our  decision  must 
be  founded.  For  instance,  in  the  case  of  a  convict  actually  doomed  to 
death,  and  taken  to  the  place  of  execution ;  it  could  not  be  tolerated 
that  such  a  man  might  be  brought  from  the  foot  of  the  gibbet,  and 
placed  in  the  witness  box  to  give  evidence.  This  man's  recorded  judg- 
ment of  death  has  been  commuted  to  transportation  for  a  limited  time. 
He  stands  precisely  on  the  same  footing  with  a  convict  felon,  transported 
from  England  to  New  South  Wales,    Against  him  the  door  of  hope  is 
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1831.        not  closed.    He  has  still  some  motives  for  living,  and  he  may  jet  be 


Rex        restored  to  society,  purged  by  repentance  of  a  previously  misspent  life. 
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Fabrell.  It  was  asked  in  the  course  of  the  argument  why  then  was  it  thought 
DowHng  J.  necessary  to  grant  a  pardon  to  Walmsley^  a  witness  on  the  recent  trial* 
of  the  last  session,  in  order  to  restore  his  competency  ?  That,  certainly, 
was  an  extreme  case,  and  falling  under  the  class  to  which  I  have  alluded. 
He  had  been  convicted  of  two  capital  felonies,  sentence  of  death  had 
been  passed  upon  him,  the  warrant  for  his  execution  signed,  and  day 
fixed  for  carrying  the  dreadful  penalty  of  the  law  into  efFect.  On 'the 
very  morning  when  it  was  expected  he  should  be  launched  into  eternity, 
he  was  reprieved  by  His  Excellency  the  Governor,  in  consequence  of 
some  disclosures  which  he  had  made  respecting  a  long  catalogue  of 
atrocious  crimes,  in  which  he,  and  other  persons  were  concerned.  The 
extremity  of  this  man's  case  may  have  been  suggested  to  the  Executive 
Authority  the  seemliness  and  propriety  of  granting  him  a  pardon,  in 
order  to  cure  any  objection  to  him  as  a  witness,  in  consequence  of  the 
late  perilous  state  in  which  he  had  been  placed.  This,  it  may  be  said, 
is  a  very  arbitrary  distinction,  depending  entirely  upon  the  discretion 
of  the  Judge ;  for  that,  if  the  principle  is  good  in  any  case,  it  must  be 
so  in  all  cases  where  judgment  of  death  is  recorded,  no  matter  whether 
the  sentence  is  to  be  carried  into  effect,  or  commuted  to  a  minor 
punishment.  I  apprehend  it  is  no  more  arbitrary  than  any  other  dis- 
cretionary power  vested  by  law  in  a  Judge,  which  is  to  be  exercised 
soundly  and  considerately  with  reference  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  There  are  many  rules  rigidly  right,  which  it  would  violate  the 
dictates  of  nature,  and  offend  the  honest  prejudices  of  mankind  to 
enforce.  Cases  may  arise  and  do  often  arise  in  practice,  where  a  court 
of  justice  is  induced  upon  these  considerations  to  depart  from  the  rigid 
rule.  A  parent  may  be  called  as  a  witness  against  a  child,  and  vice  versd, 
but  in  cases  of  life  and  death,  it  is  with  the  most  painful  reluctance 
that  such  evidence  is  ever  resorted  to,  and  never  if  it  can  possibly  be 
avoided ;  and  this  upon  the  principle  to  which  I  have  adverted. 

Another  argument  was  pressed  upon  us,  which  if  it  is  of  any  validity 
seems  to  me  to  tell  rather  in  favour  than  against  the  reasonableness  of 
the  rule  of  evidence  which  we  feel  ourselves,  with  some  embarrassment, 
compelled  to  lay  down.  It  is  said,  that  if  we  receive  such  ^  man  as  this 
as  a  competent  witness,  we  shall  degrade  the  character  of  the  Colony. 
I  venture,  however,  with  some  confidence,  to  hope  that  no  dictum  of  this 
Court,which  is  not  opposed  to  right  reason,  or  to  the  immutable  principles 
of  truth  and  justice,  will  have  the  effect  of  either  degrading  or  exalting 
the  character  of  this  part  of  the  King's  dominions.    The  resolution  which 
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we  are  compelleJ  to  form,  in  holding  that  a  canon  of  evidence  in  force  1S3] . 
in  the  English  Courtp,  does  not  apply  in  New  South  "Wales,  results  from  r^^ 
a  painful  consideration  of  the  exclusive  character  of  the  Colony  itself ;  ^' 

and  I  rather  persuade  myself  that  the  good  sense  of  the  community  in 
which  we  live,  will  go  along  with  us  in  the  reasonableness  and  justice 
of  our  determination,  even  if  it  were  opposed  to  our  legal  powers  of 
adjudication.  By  this  resolution  another  safeguard  will  be  thrown 
around  the  property  and  the  lives  of  all  well-disposed  members  of 
society.  Guilty  and  desperate  men,  engaging  with  others  in  nefarious 
crimes,  will  be  taught  that  the  mouths  of  their  infamous  companions 
will  not  be  closed  against  them  by  an  objection  in  its  form  technical, 
and  that  the  arm  of  justice  is  long  and  strong  enough  to  reach  them, 
through  means  not  repugnant  to  the  dictates  of  common  sense,  or 
opposed  to  the  spirit  of  British  law. 

It  may  be  that  a  case  precisely  like  this,  in  the  circumstance  that 
this  man  was  an  accomplice  in  the  very  crime,  with  which  he  was  called, 
as  a  witness,  to  fix  other  persons,  has  never  risen  before.  This  dis- 
tinction cannot  in  my  judgment,  affect  the  principle  of  the  objection ; 
for  it  must,  if  sound  and  not  to  be  invaded  as  an  essential  maxim  of 
the  common  law  of  England,  be  equally  applicable  in  all  cases  where 
the  witness  is  a  convicted  felon,  whether  convicted  at  home  or  in  the 
Colony.  Difficulties  like  these  must,  I  apprehend,  haye  been  foreseen 
by  the  Legislature  at  the  time  of  erecting  this  Court  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice,  in  a  country  where  such  an  objection  might  every 
hour  be  raised  to  the  competency  of  three-fourths  of  its  population ; 
and  this  omission  to  legislate  upon  such  a  vital  subject,  reasonably 
implies  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  leave  the  rules  necessary  to 
the  execution  of  the  laws,  to  the  judgment  and  determination  of  the 
judges  in  the  practical  administration  of  justice. 

I  cannot  conceive  any  real  evil  likely  to  arise  from  resorting  to  this 
resolution.  This  man  was  tendered  as  an  accomplice  in  the  very  crime 
with  which  the  prisoners  were  charged.  He  was  notoriously  an  infamous 
and  worthless  wretch.  His  moral  degradation  could  not  be  much 
enhanced  by  the  fact  of  his  having  judgment  of  death  recorded  against 
him,  after  his  confession  of  being  concerned  in  the  villainy  of  the 
transaction  alluded  to.  As  an  accomplice  the  Jury  were  called  upon  to 
deal  with  him  in  Uke  manner  as  all  other  accomplices,  namely,  to  dis- 
believe him  altogether,  and  treat  him  as  no  witness  at  all,  unless  he 
were  satisfactorily  confirmed  in  some  material  part  or  parts  of  his  story 
by  unimpeachable  testimony.  Never,  in  the  course  of  my  experience, 
did  I  see  such  a  witness  comport  himself  with  so  much  consistency, 
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1831.        accuracy,  and  credibilitj ;  for  six  or  seyea  hours  he  was  in  the  witness- 
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Hex  hox,  and  stood  the  brunt  of  three  successive  most  acute  cross-examina- 
tions by  the  prisoners'  respective  Counsel ;  he  was  unshaken  in  any 
part  of  his  statement.  In  several  material  circumstances  mentioned  by 
him  he  was  confirmed  by  unquestionable  testimony, — and  the  Jury  drew 
such  a  conclusion  from  the  evidence  as  every  unprejudiced  man  who 
heard  the  trial  must  equally  have  formed.  Great  confidence  must  be 
reposed  in  the  discretion  and  discernment  of  Juries  when  called  upon 
to  deal  with  the  testimony  of  such  a  witness,  and  I  doubt  not  that 
whether  the  present  jury  system  shall  continue,  or  be  succeeded  by 
another  more  analogous  to  that  of  the  mother  country  in  criminal  cases, 
the  administration  of  justice  may  be  safely  committed  to  their  hands 
in  the  province  of  weighing  human  testimony  and  determining  upon  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  their  fellow  creatures. 

Great  stress  was  laid  on  the  wording  of  the  24th  section  9  Geo. 
IV,  cap.  83,  and  particular  weight  was  attached  to  the  words  "  so  far 
as  the  same  (the  laws  and  statutes  of  England)  can  be  applied  within 
the  said  Colonies."  Now,  reading  the  word  can,  as  importing  what  is 
possible  to  he  done,  still  we  would  be  driven  to  the  consideration  of  all 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  power  of  administering  the  laws  of 
England  is  to  be  exercised.  We  can,  and  it  is  possible  for  us,  to 
enforce  this  very  objection  against  every  transported  felon  from  Great 
Britain  to  New  South  "Wales,  tendered  as  a  witness,  by  only  postpon- 
ing the  trial  in  every  case  until  a  copy  of  his  conviction  and  judgment 
can  be  obtained  from  home ;  but  would  this  be  acting  upon  the  spirit 
of  the  statute  under  which  we  are  sitting  ?  I  apprehend  it  would  not. 
Other  cases  might  be  put  in  which  the  power  of  extending  the  common 
law  of  England  might  possibly  be  exercised,  which  it  is  unnecessary 
now  to  mention,  but  which  would  in  practice  operate  as  a  denial  of 
justice  in  many  cases,  and  utterly  defeat  the  end  and  object  of  the 
Legislature  in  framing  a  statute  for  the  peculiar  government  and 
municipal  regulation  of  this  distant  settlement. 

After  an  anxious  review  of  the  whole  of  this  case,  it  appears  to  me 
that  we  cannot,  in  the  discharge  of  our  public  duty,  but  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  this  man  was  a  competent  witness.  Such  a  resolution, 
I  repeat,  is  but  a  Eule  of  Practice  of  our  Court  formed  in  keej^ing 
with  the  authority  given  us  by  Parliament — flowing  out  of  the 
neccEsities  and  contingencies  arising  in  the  due  administration  of 
justice  in  this  peculiar  settlement.  I  have  shown  that  it  is  not  opposed 
to  the  spirit  of  British  law,  though  it  may  be  to  a  rigid,  even  a  funda- 
mental Eule  of  Practice  in  the  mother  country,  that  it  is  conformable 
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to  the  long-settled  usages  of  the  Colony  itself  since  its  foundation^— 
that  it  is  not  repugnant  to  common  sense,  right  reason,  and  humanity, — 
that  it  is  agreeable  to  numerous  precedents, — that  it  is  in  keeping  with 
the  interests  of  civilized  society,  in  protecting  it  against  the  grievous 
outrages  of  lawless  men,  committing  crimes  in  secret,  and  by  artful 
combination  violating  the  rights  of  property  and  invading  the  peaceful 
dwellings  of  well-disposed  citizens, — and,  lastly,  I  have  shown  that  by 
the  authority  of  Parliament  we  are  directed  to  adjudge  and  decide  as 
to  the  application  of  the  common  law  of  England  to  the  circumstances 
and  condition  of  the  Colony.  Assuming  that  there  were  any  over- 
whelming repugnancy  in  this  resolution  to  the  spirit  of  British  law, 
and  that  we  were  obstructed  by  the  wise  and  constitutional  maxim 
that  judges  cannot  make  law,  what  remedy  would  there  bo  for  the 
evil  ?  The  Legislative  Council  of  this  Colony  are,  by  the  22nd  section 
of  the  New  South  Wales  Act,  suh  modo^  restrained  from  passing  laws 
which  are  repugnant  to  the  laws  of  England ;  but  even  if  they  were  to 
pass  laws  so  repugnant,  notwithstanding  the  protest  of  the  judges,  they 
would  still  be  of  validity  until  His  Majesty's  pleasure  should  be  made 
known.  But  I  deny  that  this  resolution  is  repugnant  to  the  spirit  of 
the  British  law ;  and  I  also  deny  that  we  are  legislating  in  the  sense 
attributed  to  this  proceeding  in  the  course  of  argument.  We  are  per- 
forming a  public  duty  imperative  on  us  by  the  great  Legislative  Council 
of  the  Empire  itself.  The  courts  of  the  mother  country  admit  as  a 
matter  of  mere  practice,  the  testimony  of  infamous  and  worthless  men 
in  consequence  of  the  absolute  necessity  of  resorting  to  their  evidence 
for  the  welfare  of  society  in  the  detection  of  enormous  crimes.  Spies, 
informers,  and  accomplices  are  there  used  as  mechanical  instruments 
to  set  the  law  itself  in  motion.  It  is  true  they  have  hitherto  stopped 
short  in  the  case  of  a  man  against  whom  judgment  of  death  may  have 
been  recorded.  But  a  state  of  society  may  possibly,  though  not 
probably,  arise  even  in  England,  which  may  induce  the  Judges,  for 
reasons  of  expediency  and  necessity,  to  retrace  their  steps  and  remodel 
a  Rule  of  Evidence  which  is  but  the  creature  of  the  Courts,  and  not 
depending  upon  any  enactment  of  the  Legislature.  The  extraordinary 
and  peculiar  state  of  this  country  compels  us  not  only  to  act  in 
obedience  to  the  law,  and  determine  whether  this  Rule  of  Practice, 
even  though  it  be  fundamental,  be  or  be  not  applicable  to  this  Colony, 
but  to  follow  up  the  principle  of  necessity  and  expediency,  by  going 
a  step  farther  than  the  venerable  Judges  of  England.  We  are  not 
originating  a  principle  which  is  unknown  to  the  common  law.  We 
are  but  following  it  up,  and  giving  it  more  force  and  vigour  in  asserting 
the  dispensation  of  justice  in  cases  which  would  otherwise  be  beyond 
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^^^'  her  reach.  Asa  Rule  of  Practice,  and  as  part  of  the  machinery  bj 
Rbx  which  the  stream  of  justice  is  kept  in  a  continuous  course  for  the 
Farbbll.  sustentation  of  the  laws  themselves,  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  we  hare 
Downing  J.  authority — that  as  humble  ministers  at  the  altar  of  justice,  we  are 
bound  to  maintain  her  sacred  rights — nay,  that  we  should  stultify 
ourselves  if  we  hesitated  to  hold  that  this  man  was  a  competent 
witness.  In  latter  times,  the  Judges  of  England  have  strongly  inclined 
to  evade  objections  going  to  the  competency  of  witnesses,  on  the 
score  of  infamy,  wisely  deeming  it  the  safest  course  and  most  con- 
sistent with  common  sense  and  reason,  and  more  consonant  with  the 
interests  of  justice,  to  let  their  testimony  go  with  all  its  brands  of 
infamy  to  the  Jury,  for  them  to  judge  of  its  credibility.  On  this 
broad  principle  all  diflSculty  in  my  mind  is  removed.  Let  the  doors  of 
justice  be  thrown  open  to  all  men  short  of  a  person  in  the  extreme 
case  to  which  I  have  alluded,  whom  it  may  be  practicable  to  admit,  in 
order  that  those  who  are  to  execute  the  laws  may  have  the  benefit,  as 
much  as  it  is  worth,  of  any  human  testimony  which  may  develop  truth, 
and  give  vigour  to  the  arm  of  justice. 

« 

If  after  this  exposition  of  the  opinion  entertained  by  my  brother 
Stephen  and  myself,  the  local  Legislature  shall  deem  it  expedient  to 
remove  all  doubts  upon  the*Bubject  by  passing  an  ordinance,  be  it  so, 
and  no  time  should  be  lost.  I  shall,  of  course,  bow  with  the  utmost 
deference  to  its  wisdom.  We,  the  majority  of  the  Judges  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  are  however,  but  conscientiously  discharging  our  duty 
in  declaring,  in  pursuance  of  our  general  powers  as  Judges  of  a  Court 
of  Becord — first,  that  this  canon  of  evidence,  is  matter  of  practice, 
adapted  to  the  practical  administration  of  justice  in  this  Colony  ;  and, 
secondly,  regarding  it  as  a  fundamental  principle  of  the  common  law, 
that  from  our  judicial  knowledge  of  this  country,  it  is  not  as  yet 
adapted  to  the  state  and  condition  of  a  Colony,  which  still  retains  its 
original  predominating  character  as  a  penal  settlement  of  the  mother 
country. 

I  have  thus  elaborately,  though  I  fear  imperfectly,  gone  through 
this  subject,  not  from  any  doubt  or  difficulty  which  I  entertained  at 
the  trial,  for  I  overruled  the  objection;  but  the  point  having  been 
saved  at  the  earnest  entreaty  of  the  prisoner's  Counsel,  and  afterwards 
sustained  with  an  unusual  degree  of  earnestness,  zeal,  and  learning 
(which  were  doubtless  exerted  from  great  confidence  in  its  tenability), 
I  have  thought  it  my  duty  to  state  at  large  some  of  the  reasons  on 
which  I  am  of  opinion  that  William  Blaxstone  was  a  competent  witness 
on  the  trial  of  the  prisoners. 
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With  respect  to  the  other  objections  taken  in  argument,  they  apply  1831. 
solely  to  the  case  of  the  prisoner  Thomas  Woodward,  The  opinion  of  ^^gj-. 
the  Judges  on  these  points  is  unanimous.    The  first  objection  is,  that  ^'' 

there  was  no  proof  at  the  trial  that  he  knew  that  the  notes  which  he 
was  charged  with  receiving  were,  in  fact,  stolen  by  the  prisoners 
Farrell  and  Dingle.    Certainly  if  that  were  the  charge  which  he  was 
called  up  to  answer,  some  proof  must  have  been  brought  forward  to 
infect  him  with  a  knowledge  of  that  fact;  but  upon  looking  at  the 
record,  no  such  allegation  is  contained  in  the  indictment.    It  charges 
the  prisoners  Farrell  and  Dinghy  the  one  as  the  principal  felo*n  with 
stealing,  and  the  other  as  an  accessory  before  the  fact  of  stealing ;  and 
then  it  goes  on  to  charge  Woodward  with  receiving  part  of  the  stolen 
property  not  with  a  guilty  knowledge  that  it  had  been  stolen  by  the 
prisoners  previously  named,  but  with  a  knowledge  generally  that  the 
part  of  the  property  which  he  had  received  was  in  fact  stolen.    It  first 
specifies  the  portion  of  the  property,  and  describes  it  as  being  ''  part 
and  parcel  of  the  promissory  notes,  and  goods  and  chattels  aforesaid, 
so  as  aforesaid  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away" ;  and  then 
proceeds  to  charge  the  receiving  and  scienter  by  Woodward^  "  feloni- 
ously did  receive  and  have,  he  the  said  Tkomae  Woodward  then  and 
there  well  knowing  the  said  promissory  notes,  and  goods  and  chattels 
last  aforesaid,  to  have  been  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried 
away,"  against  the  statute.  •  There  is  nothing  here  to  charge  the 
prisoner  with  a  guilty  knowledge  that  the  notes  had  been  stolen  by 
Farrell  and  Dingle  or  by  any  other  person  by  name.    It  is  a  general 
charge  that  he  received  the  notes,  with  a  guilty  knowledge  that  they 
had  beea  in  fact  stolen.    If  the  charge  had  been  that  he  received  the 
notes,  well  knowing  that  they  had  been  stolen  ^*  as  aforesaid,"  then 
those  latter  words  might  have  tied  the  prosecutor  up  to  proof  oE  the 
fact,  that  he  actually  knew  the  persons  by  whom  they  had  been  stolen. 
But  these  words  are  omitted  in  this  part  of  the  indictment.    It  is  a 
simple  allegation  that  the  notes  stolen  ''as  aforesaid*'  he  did  receive 
and  have,  knowing  them  to  have  been  stolen,  but  not  charging  him 
with  a  knowledge  of  the  manner  in  which  they  had  been  stolen,  or  of 
the  person  by  whom  they  were  stolen.    If  the  indictment  contained 
such  allegations  they  might  be  utterly  incapable  of  proof.    Suppose 
the  indictment  charged  him  with  receiving  the  notes,  with  a  guilty 
knowledge  that  they  had  been  stolen  "  by  a  person  or  persons  to  the 
Attorney- General  unknown/'  then    he  must  have  been  acquitted, 
because  the  stealers  were  in  fact  known.    It  appears  to  me  that  this 
indictment  is  well  framed,  and  certainly  is  agreeable  to  the  precedents 
nsed  in  practice  in  the  Courts  at  home  in  like  cases.    The  objection  is 
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1831.  iugenious  enougli,  but  I  think  it  is  wholly  untenable.     It  is  no  less  an 

'       rbx  offence  within  the  statute  whether  the  receiver  did  or  did  not  know  by 

^    ^'  whom  the  goods  were  stolen,  and  if  this  proof  were  required  it  would 
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be  impossible,  in  many  cases,  to  reach  a  receiver,  for  it  is  notorious 
that  stolen  property  very  frequently  passes  from  hand  to  hand,  and  it 
may  be  that  the  last  receiver  is  wholly  ignorant  of  the  manner  in 
which,  and  the  persons  by  whom,  it  is  stolen,  although  his  conduct  may 
betoken  a  guiltj  knowledge  that  it  has  been  feloniously  stolen  by  some- 
body. On  these  grounds  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  we  cannot  give 
effect  to  the  objection. 

The  remaining  objection  is  more  of  a  technical  nature,  but  in  my 
opinion  it  is  equally  untenable,  fn  one  part  of  the  indictment  against 
Woodward,  the  property  stolen  is  described  as  "  promissory  notes,"  of 
a  certain  value  respectively,  and  in  another  they  are  described  as 
"  three  hundred  pieces  of  paper  of  the  value  of  £30."  Assuming  that 
as  promissory  notes  they  are  of  no  value,  because  taken  from  the 
Banking-house,  and  consequently,  as  to  the  Banking  Company,  they 
cannot  be  said  to  be  ^'  unpaid  and  unsatisfied,"  still  it  is  said,  that  if 
they  are  of  any  value  as  so  many  pieces  of  paper,  it  was  incumbent  on 
the  f  ramer  of  the  indictment  to  describe  them  as  so  many  pieces  of 
^^  engraved  paper,  or  printed  paper,"  for  non  constat  that  as  mere  bits 
of  paper  they  are  of  any  value  whatever.  I  apprehend  it  is  for  the 
Jury  to  determine  upon  the  evidence  .whether,  as  pieces  of  paper 
simply,  thoy  were  of  any>value.  Now,  it  was  sworn  on  the  trial  that, 
as  mere  waste  paper,  these  notes  were  worth  at  least  one  penny,  which 
is  quite  suflBcient  to  show  that  they  were  the  subject  of  larceny.  It 
appears  to  me,  however,  that,  if  they  were  of  any  value  at  all,  it  was 
quite  unnecessary  to  describe  the  sort  of  paper,  or  set  forth  any 
•adjunct  of  the  thing  itself.  In  charging  a  larcenous  taking  of  a  piece 
of  woollen  cloth,  or  a  silk  handkerchief,  it  would  be  rather  a  novelty  if 
i;he  pleader  was  required  to  set  forth  the  colour  of  the  cloth,  or  the 
pattern  of  the  handkerchief.  It  appears  to  me  that  there  is  quite 
suflScient  certainty  in  describing  these  notes  as  so  many  pieces  of  paper, 
Talue  so  much,  in  contradiction  to  any  other  matter  which  may  be  the 
•subject  of  a  felonious  larceny,  or  felonious  receiving. 

Stephen  J.,  briefly  concurred. 

Foster  moved  for  permission  to  appeal  to  the  King  in  Council. 

After  consideration  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 
Downing  J.,  as  follows : — 

DowLiNO  J.    The  novel  application  which  has  been  made  by  the 
learned  counsel  who  have  just  addressed  us,  to  suspend  the  judgment 
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of  the  Court  until  aa  appeal  to  the  King  in  Council  against  our 
decision  has  been  determined  being  wholly  unsupported  by  any 
authority,  there  is  nothing  to  restrain  us  from  proceeding  to  pass 
judgment.  But  even  supposing  such  an  appeal  would  lie  in  a  case  of 
felony,  we  must  at  all  events  perfect  the  record  of  our  proceedings  by 
awarding  judgment  as  the  law  directs  in  your  several  cases.  Inde- 
pendently of  this  necessary  duty  cast  upon  us,  I  cannot  conceive  any 
advantage  which  could  be  derived  from  such  an  appeal,  even  if  our 
decisions  could  be  considered  erroneous.  All  that  could  be  transmitted 
would  be  the  record  of  the  proceedings,  which,  if  perfect  on  the  face 
of  it,  would  not  disclose  the  grounds  of  our  decision  on  the  point  now 
brought  under  judgment.  There  would  be  nothing,  therefore,  upon 
which  the  King  in  Council  could  adjudicate  as  an  appellate  tribunal. 
It  is  a  long  settled  rule,  that  no  writ  of  error  lies  upon  a  judgment  in 
cases  of  felony,  but  even  if  it  did,  a  writ  of  error,  at  common  law, 
would  not  operate  as  a  stay  of  execution.  No  provision  has  been  made 
in  the  New  South  Wales  Act  for  an  appeal  to  the  King  in  Council  in 
criminal  cases.  In  civil  cases,  to  a  certain  money  amount  in  dispute, 
there  is  a  provision  for  that  purpose,  and  a  mode  pointed  out  for 
transmitting  the  record  and  evidence  to  the  appellate  jurisdiction.  It 
remains,  therefore,  for  the  Court  to  award  such  judgment  as  the 
peculiar  circumstances  in  which  a  majority  of  the  Judges  are  placed, 
may  bo  satisfactory,  rather  to  propriety  than  to  a  strict  sense  of  the 
duty  which  we  owe  to  the  public  justice  and  the  laws  of  the  land. 
Of  your  moral  guilt  of  the  nefarious  crimes  of  which  you  have  been 
severally  convicted,  no  reasonable  person  can  entertain  a  shadow  of 
doubt.  After  consulting  with  my  learned  brethren  as  to  the  course 
now  to  be  pursued,  I  concur  with  them  in  thinking,  that  out  of  defer- 
ence to  the  dissenting  opinion  of  His  Honor  the  Chief  Justice  as  to 
the  legal  competency  of  William  Blaxstone,  the  most  considerate  step 
to  take  is,  not  to  pass  sentence  of  death  upon  you,  Qeorge  Far r ell  and 
James  I) ingle ^  and  award  execution  accordingly,  but  to  order  judgment 
of  death  to  be  recorded  only.  This  course  is  taken,  not  from  any 
misgivings  of  the  majority  of  the  Judges  as  to  the  legality  of  your 
conviction,  but  from  a  seemly  deference  to  the  conscientious  doubts 
entertained  by  the  Chief  Justice  in  a  case  of  life  and  death.  The 
Judges  of  this  Court  have  no  direct  means  of  consulting  with,  or 
referring  to  the  venerable  Judges  of  England  upon  any  legal  point  of 
doubt  or  dilEculty,  and  as  it  would  be  too  painful  to  cast  upon  two 
out  of  three  judges  the  onerous  responsibility  of  directing  the  law  to 
be  carried  into  effect  by  a  forfeiture  of  life,  we  have  come  to  the 
resolution  that  justice  will,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 


1831, 


Rex 

V, 

Farrell. 
DowHmfj  J.. 
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^^^^'  be  satisfied  in  the  manner  I  have  mentioned,  and  therefore  this  Couii 
Rex  doth  accordingly  award,  order,  and  direct  that  judgment  of  death  be 
Fabkell.  recorded  against  you,  George  Farrell  and  James  Dingle.  Though 
Dowlina  J  ^^°^^  ^®  ^^7  ^  spared  in  this  instance  for  the  reasons  I  have  sug- 
gested, I  trust  that  some  steps  will  be  taken  hereafter  to  preyent  the 
recurrence  of  an  objection  so  detrimental  to  the  interests  of  public 
justice.  With  respect  to  you,  Thomas  Woodioard,  all  the  Judges 
unanimously  concur  in  thinking  that  as  your  life  is  not  in  jeopardy 
by  the  objection  taken  on  your  behalf  in  common  with  your  fellow 
prisoners,  the  aggravated  circumstances  of  your  case,  notwithstanding 
the  character  given  you  by  a  number  of  most  respectable  persons,  are 
such  as  to  compel  them,  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty  to  the  public, 
to  award  the  extremest  punishment  authorised  by  law  in  the  case  of 
receivers  of  stolen  goods.  The  Court,  therefore,  doth  order  and 
adjudge,  that  for  the  offence  for  which  you  have  been  convicted,  you 
be  transported  to  such  penal  settlement  as  fii«  Excellency  the  Governor 
shall  direct  and  appoint,  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years. 
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MACDONALD  v.  LEVY.  (1) 

Usury  Lam— 13  Anne,  c.  15,  ».  12,  (2)— 9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  sec.  24—4  Geo.  IV,  c  96— 

-  Le(jal  rate-  of  interest—  Usage, 

The  usury  laws  of  England  do  not  apply  to  this  Colony,  nor  {semble)  is  there 
any  legal  limit  here  to  the  rate  of  interest.  Usage  of  allowing  8  per  cent,  on 
promissory  notes  followed,  per  the  G.J.  and  Doicling  J.,  Burton  J.  ditsentiente. 

In  this  case,  which  was  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  a  question 
arose  as  to  what  was  the  legal  rate  of  interest  in  this  Colony — whether, 
in  fact,  the  usury  laws  applied  here.  At  the  trial,  before  Mr.  Justice 
Burton,  the  point  was  reserved,  and  subsequently  argued  before  the 
full  Court.  The  facts  and  arguments  sufficiently  appear  from  the 
judgments,  which  were  delivered  on  a  later  day. 

BuBTOK  J.  In  this  case  two  questions  are  presented  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Court — Ist.  Whether  there  be  in  this  Colony  any 
legal  limitation  to  the  rate  of  interest  which  may  be  taken  for  the 
forbearance  of  money ;  and  if  so,  then,  2nd.,  w^hat  is  that  limitation  ? 

The  question  arises  upon  a  point  reserved  on  a  trial  before  me  and 
two  assessors  on  the  8th  of  March  last,  of  an  action  on  a  promissory 
note,  upon  which  Mr.  Francis  Stephen,  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff, 
asked  for  a  verdict  with  interest  at  8  per  cent,  from  the  time  the  note 
became  due ;  I  directed  the  assessors  to  give  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifE 
in  the  amount  of  the  promissory  note  with  lawful  interest  thereon, 
informing  Mr.  Stephen  that  he  should  move  the  Court  to  ascertain 
what  is  lawful  interest  upon  such  an  instrument  in  this  Colony. 

On  the  6th  of  April  Mr.  Prancis  Stephen  moved  the  Court 
accordingly;  but  to  be  allowed  to  calculate  the  interest  at  the  rate  of 
10  per  cent,  as  being  the  interest  taken  by  the  several  Banks,  and  by 
Qtoge  and  custom  in  this  Colony ;  and  it  was  argued  by  him  and  by 
Mr.  Norton,  briefly,  that  the  law  of  England  as  to  the  rate  of  legal 
interest  does  not  apply  to  this  Colony.  And  the  statute  3  G-eo.  lY 
c.  47,  coBceming  mortgages  executed  in  Great  Britain  for  securing 
a  greater  amount  of  interest  than  is  legal  in  England  was  referred  to, 
which  makes  legal  mortgages,  as  showing  that  the  colonies  are  em- 
powered to  make  their  own  laws  on  this  subject. 

(1)  Sidney  Gazette,  June  11,  13,  and  15, 1833.        {i)  12  Ann.  St.  2,  cap  16,  Ruff. 


1833. 

June  8. 

Forbes  C.J. 
Dowling  J. 

and 
Burton  J. 
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1833.  It  was  further  argued  that  part  of  an  Act  may  apply  and  part  not ; 


Macdonald  *^**'  '^^  ^^^^  9f  interest  is  locals  and  depends  on  the  custom  of  the 
^'  Colony,  and  in  this  view  the  statute  would  then  stand  a  blank  as  to  the 


Burton  J. 


rate  of  interest  in  the  Colony,  and  the  Court  may  yet  hold  that  the 
Usury  Law^s  apply  eo  far  as  to  restrict  the  taking  more  than  the  rate 
allowed  by  custom,  but  that  the  rate  of  interest  does  not  apply.  And 
reference  was  made  to  the  Savings  Bank  Act  (1)  which  authorises  that 
bank  to  take  not  less  than  8  per  cent,  interest,  as  showing  the  opinion 
of  the  local  legislature. 

It  was  argued  on  the  other  side  by  INfr.  Keith  for  the  defendant, 
that  5  per  cent,  is  tlie  lawful  interest  in  this  Colony ;  that  the  con- 
stitution of  the  Colony  and  its  laws   are   founded   on   the   statute 

9  Geo.  IV  c.  83  ;  that  the  Legislative  Council  might  have  enacted  that 

10  per  cent,  should  be  legal,  or  8  per  cent.,  as  by  the  laws  of  some 
"West  Indian  islands,  or  G  per  cent.,  as  in  Canada ;  but  not  having 
done  so,  he  referred  to  section  24  of  that  statute,  whereby  it  is  enacted 
that  all  laws  and  statutes  of  England  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  passing 
of  that  Act,  shall  be  applied  in  the  administration  of  justice,  so  far  as 
they  can  be  applied,  as  showing  that  the  law  of  England  on  this 
subject  is  the  law  of  this  Colony,  if  it  can  be  applied  ;  and  the  simple 
question  was,  can  the  usury  laws  ol  England  be  applied  to  this 
Colony  ?  That  as  to  the  rate  of  interest,  that  allowed  by  the  statute 
is  the  only  rate  which  the  Court  can  allow ;  that  the  Savings  Bank  Act 
authorising  a  greater  rate  of  interest  in  the  particular  case  of  that 
establishment,  showed  that  the  legislature  did  not  consider  it  applic- 
able to  all  cases.  I  have  approached  the  consideration  of  this  subject, 
I  will  not  say  reluctantly,  because  it  is  my  duty,  but,  under  many 
icducements,  arising  from  the  knowledge  that  my  humble  opinion  is 
opposed  to  that  of  both  my  brothers — perhaps  to  that  of  many 
members  of  the  legal  profession — and  certainly  to  the  desires  of  many 
persons  of  great  influence  in  this  place,  not  to  approach  it  at  all ;  but 
I  can  suffer  neither  the  one  or  other  of  these  considerations  to  move 
me  from  the  path  of  duty  which  my  station  in  this  Court,  as  one  of 
the  Judges  appointed  under  the  provision  of  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  83, 
has  imposed  upon  me.  Early  upon  my  arrival  in  this  Colony,  I  wit- 
nessed the  uncertainty  w^hich  prevails  upon  the  subject  of  the  legal 
interest  of  money ;  the  looseness  of  practice  at  least,  if  not  inadvertance 
to  the  true  principles  upon  which  it  is  founded.  I  saw  noparticular 
rate  of  interest  respected  or  adhered  to  even  in  this  Court,  but 
that  actions  were  brought,  and  judgments  entered  upon  instruments 

(1)  2  Will.  IV  No.  13. 
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bearing  various  and  some  exorbitant  rates  of  interest,  and  without        1833. 

objection.     In  one  case  a  warrant  of  attorney  appeared  which  was  macdonald 

passed  for  a  debt  upon  which  25  per  cent.,  and  in  another  a  bond  upon  ^'• 

wbich  10  per  cent,  was  reserved ;  in  another  15,  whilst  out  of  doors 

12,  and  11 J  per  cent,  were  offered  by  public  advertisement  for  loans 

of  money ;  and  it  was  proved  before  me  in  one  case  that  45  per  cent. 

had  been  taken  for  a  discount,  and  the  records  of  the  different  registry 

offices  of  this  Court,  although  they  do  not  show  the  whole  truth,  yet 

show  the  most  exorbitant  and  ruinous  interest  is  exacted  by  the  lenders 

of  money.     I  received  no  answer  to  my  inquiries  which  could  satisfy 

me  that  such  a  state  of  things  was  according  to  law,  and  I  thought  it 

contrary  to  my  duly  to  suffer  it  to  continue.     If  there  be  no  legal 

limitation  to  the  rate  of  interest,  then  what  every  man  contracts  for  is 

that  which  he  has  a  right  to  claim  in  a  court  of  law  and  a  court  of 

equity,  for  that  is  then  le^al  interest.      It  is  only  in  certain  cases,  and 

between  particular  persons  as  trustees,  and  cestui  que  trust,  executor, 

and  next  of  kin,  and  the  like,  that  a  court  of  equity  upon  an  account 

gives  ustudly  a  lower  rate  than  legal  interest  where  none  has  been 

stipulated  for,  and  none  made  out  of  the  fund ;  but  in  no  case  can  a 

court  of  law — and  a  court  of  law  in  this  Colony  is  by  the  statutes  now 

in  force,  and  by  the  special  provisions  of  the  rules  of  Court  kept  as 

distinct  in  its  functions  from  the  court  of  equity  in  this  Colony  as  those 

courts  are  in  England.    It  is  not  competent  for  a  court  of  law  to  act 

upon  principles  of  supposed  equity ;  and  it  is  not  the  province  of  the 

Jury  or  of  assessors  in  such  a  court  to  say  what  is  or  what  is  not  a 

reasonable  rate  of  interest^  whether  there  has  been  a  specific  agreement 

for  interest  or  not ;  but  it  is  the  province  of  the  Court  alone  to  deter. 

mine  what  is  the  legal  interest ;  that  is  a  question  of  law  expressly  left 

to  the  Court  by  the  statute  under  which  justice  is  now  administered ; 

and  if  there  be  no  limitation,  the  Court  is  bound  by  law  to  give  that 

which  is  contracted  for,  if  there  be,  then  the  Court  is  bound  to  give 

that  alone. 

It  has  been  stated  by  the  Attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause, 
that  the  Court  itself  when  the  question  had  been  left  to  its  decision 
(as  for  the  interest  due  on  a  mortgage)  has  uniformly  decided  not  to 
allow  more  than  8  per  cent.,  although  the  mortgage  perhaps  was  given 
as  a  security  for  as  much  as  20  per  cent. 

I  am  however  informed  by  the  Registrar  of  the  Courts  that  he 
knows  of  no  instance  of  a  bill  for  foreclosure  upon  a  mortgage  being 
filed ;  and  by  the  oldest  officer  of  the  Court,  Mr.  Gurner,  the  chief 
clerk,  I  am  informed  that  it  is  not  the  practice  to  take  an  account  of 


^2  SUPREME  COURT  CASES. 

1833.  interest  apon  mortgages,  unless  a  bill  of  foreclosure  is  filed ;  and  he 
Macdonald  ^^^J  recollects  tioo  references  on  bills  of  foreclosure  during  the  seventeen 
Levy  7^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  'ui  officer  of  the  late  Supreme  Court,  and  of  the  present 
Court,  whilst  by  a  reference  to  the  records  in  the  sherifEs  office,  I  haye 
found  that  during  the  years  1829  and  1830  alone,  there  were  1,019 
writs  executed  upon  property ;  how  large  a  proportion  of  these  were 
upon  real  properly  will  appear  from  a  comparison  with  the  number  of 
mortgages  to  which  1  shall  refer.  The  fact  is,  that  upon  erery  mortgage 
actually  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney  is  taken  as  a  collateral  security, 
the  mortgaged  property  is  taken  in  execution  for  the  principal  with  all 
the  accumulations  of  enormous  interest,  sold  by  the  sheriff,  that  being 
the  most  prompt  means  by  which  the  creditor  can  obtain  satisf aetion,  as 
it  is  the  most  ruinous  in  the  world  to  the  debtor. 

As  to  the  argument  which  has  been  advanced  by  the  attorney  for 
the  plaintiff,  that  before  any  legislature  existed  in  the  Colony,  a  rate  of 
interest  of  8  per  cent,  prevailed  by  common  consent  or  custom,  I  must 
observe  that  to  the  legality  of  a  custom,  there  are  several  requisites  in 
which  this,  if  it  even  existed,  are  entirely  wanting : — ^First — ^That  it  had 
beeu  so  long  used  that  the  memory  of  man  runneth  not  to  the 
contrary ;  so  that  if  any  one  can  shew  the  beginning  of  it,  it  is  no  good 
custom ;  for  which  reason  no  custom  can  prevail  against  an  expren 
Act  of  Parliament,  since  the  statute  itself  is  a  proof  of  a  time  when 
such  a  custom  did  not  exist.  The  settlement  of  this  Colony  was  within 
time  of  legal  memory ;  the  statute  of  Queen  Anne  was  then  in  force 
here,  and  the  beginning  of  the  usuage  (for  it  cannot  be  called  a  custom) 
was,  as  I  shall  presently  show ;  on  the  14th  July,  1801*,  having  had  its 
origin  in  a  publication  of  that  date  made  by  G-ovemor  Eiug ;  and  the 
first  adjudication  of  interest  thereon  by  the  then  Court  of  Civil 
Judicature,  appears  by  the  records  in  the  office  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
to  have  been  on  the  18th  August,  1810,  in  the  case  of  Jenkins  v.  Kelfy, 
A  custom  must  also  be  uniform  and  consistent  and  binding  upon  all, 
and  not  left  to  the  option  of  every  man,  whether  he  will  use  it  or  not. 

Immemorial  usage  is  the  proper  evidence  of  custom;  and  if  the 
usage  be  uniform  and  consistent,  it  proves  it ;  otherwise,  the  contrary. 
In  the  present  case,  the  publication  of  Ghovemor  King,  to  which  I  shall 
presently  refer,  will  shew  how  little  uniformity  and  consisteney 
.prevailed  before  the  14th  July,  1804.  The  records  of  this  Court  will 
shew  how  little  there  has  been,  either  before  or  since  that  period ;  and 
will  further  shew,  that  every  man  has  been  left  to  his  own  option, 
whether  he  frill  use  it  or  not.  On  the  11th  April,  1811,  in  the  case  of 
Zoane  v,  Oollins,  the  Court  of  Civil  Judicature,  gave  judgment  for 
plaintiff,  on  a  bond  with  interest  at  12  per  cent. 


V, 

Levy. 
Burton  J. 
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On  the  2nd  PebraaTy,  1813,  in  Broughton  v,  Feen,  the  Court  gave        1833. 
judgment  on  a  bill  of  exchange  for  £550,  with  interest  at  8  per  cent.,  Maodonald 
and  on  the  same  day  in  the  case  of  JBile^  v,  Kahle  for  12  per  cent,  upon 
two  promissory  notes. 

In  the  year  1829,  out  of  119  cases  which  judgments  have  been 
entered  up  by  writ  of  the  Court  and  subject  to  its  process  of  execution, 
not  being  the  whole  number,  but  taken  indifferently  out  of  each  terms, 
there  have  been  cases  in  which  no  rate  of  interest  is  expressed  in  the 
instrument  (the  interest  being  probably  added  to  the  principal ;  75  at 
8  per  cent. ;  13  at  10  per  cent. ;  29  at  12  per  cent. ;  1  at  13  per  cent. 

In  the  year  1830,  out  of  122  cases  taken  in  like  manner  ;  there  hare 
been  cases  in  which  no  rate  of  interest  is  expressed ;  86  at  8  per  cent. ; 
2  at  10  per  cent. ;  31  at  12  per  cent. ;  2  at  15  per  cent.  [His  Honor 
here  read  a  statement  of  the  number  of  (warrants  of  attorney,  and  a 
memorandum  of  mortgages  registered  between  the  years  1829  and  1833, 
on  which  the  rate  of  interest  varied  from  5  to  80  per  cent.] 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  there  is  no  foundation  for  the 
argument  advanced  by  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  of  custom,  usage, 
or  common  consent.  I  will  next  enquire,  whether  there  be  any  other 
foundation  for  this  difference  between  the  practice  of  this  colony  and 
the  law  of  England  ?  I  found,  on  examining  the  records  of  the  former 
courts  of  civil  judicature,  deposited  in  the  Supreme  Court,  an  entry  of 
the  I3th  August,  1810,  to  the  following  effect : — 

13^^  A\LQU6t,  1810. 
*'  Robert  Jenkins,  Esquire,  v.  WiUiam  Kolly. — Action  for  £100,  with  interest, 
at  Colonial  rate,  due  for  money  lent  and  advanced  by  plaintiff  to  defendant. 
Defendant  admitted  the  same,  and  that  he  agreed  to  pay  8  per  cent,  interest, 
fnun  the  2nd  December,  1800.  By  Governor  King's  regulation  8  per  cent,  per 
•aanm  was  allowed  as  interest.  Verdict  taken  by  consent.  Damages  £105  12s. 
and  costs." 

And  on  the  22Qd  January,  1811,  an  entry  to  the  following  effect : — 

22}id  January,  1811. 

**  John  M'Arthur  v,  Henry  Kable. — Action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  by 
defendant,  dated  Sydney,  Port  Jackson,  23rd  March,  1800,  upon  Messrs.  Plnmmer, 
Bashtw,  and  Hmnmer,  London,  directing  them,  at  ninety  day's  sight,  to  pay  the 
sum  of  £100  sterling  to  plaintiff,  or  his  order,  drawing  the  bill,  presentment  for 
acceptance  and  payment ;  and  nonpayment  and  protest  admitted.  The  disputed 
point  was  the  rate  of  interest,  the  Court  referring  to  a  Government  Order  of  14th 
July,  1801,  and  to  their  former  judgments,  allow  8  per  cent,  interest." 

A  manuscript  of  the  G^ovemment  Order  referred  to  is  still  extant 

at  the  Colonial  OfBce,  with  a  copy  of  which  I  have  been  furnished ;  it 

18  as  follows : — 

**  Whereas  much  litigation  and  many  vexations  suits  at  law,  have  repeatedly 
•ocariod  lor  waat  of  an  established  and  fixed  rate  of  interest  on  monies  and  other 
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1833.  claims  within  the  territory  and  its  dependencies.  It  ia  hereby  ordained,  that  no 
persons  do  directly  or  indirectly,  for  bills,  bonds,  or  contracts,  (to  be  made  after 
the  pablication  of  this  ordinance)  take  for  the  loan  or  use  of  money,  or  any  other 


Macdonald 


V, 

Levy.         commodities,  above  the  value  of  £8  sterling,  for  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  £100 


Button  J. 


sterling  or  the  value  thereof  for  one  year,  and  so  proportionately  for  a  greater  or 
less  sum  ;  any  custom  or  usage  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

"And  if  any  persons  whatsoever  do,  or  shall  (after  the  publication  of  this 
ordinance)  receive  or  take  more  than  £8  per  cent,  per  annum,  or  any  bill,  bond,  or 
contract  as  aforesaid,  upon  conviction  thereof,  they  will  be  subject  to  the  penalty 
of  the  laws  of  England  respecting  usury,  which  is  a  forfeiture  of  treble  the  value, 
to  be  appropriated  to  such  public  fund  or  purpose,  as  the  Governor  may  direct." 

Ifit.  It  shows  how  great  laxity  existed  in  Court  and  out  of  Court  at 
that  daj,  and  how  little  uniformity  and  consistency  of  usage. — 2nd. 
That  the  Govern  or  does  not  affect  to  repeal  the  English  law. — 3rd. 
That  Governor  King  had  no  legislative  authority,  enabling  him  to 
repeal  an  English  Act  of  Parliament. — 4th.  That  how  little  it  was 
regarded  as  a  law  even  prior  to  the  passing  of  that  Act,  the  records  of 
the  then  existing  Courts  have  sufficiently  shown. — 5th.  After  the  passing 
of  the  Stat.  9  Geo.  TV,  c.  83  there  can  be  no  pretence  for  the  existence 
in  this  Colony  of  any  law  contrary  to  the  law  of  England,  not  passed 
by  the  legislative  authority  erected  in  the  Colony  by  virtue  either  of 
the  Stat.  4  Geo.  lY,  c.  96,  or  Stat.  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83.  As  to  the 
argument  used  by  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  arising  from  the 
supposed  authority  given  by  the  local  legislature,  to  the  taking  of 
interest  beyond  even  8  per  cent,  as'  is  done  in  a  particular  instance  in 
the  Savings  Bank  Act,  2  W.  IV,  No.  13,  sec.  6,  and  adverting  to 
that  clause,  I  find  that  it  is  made  lawful  for  the  vice-president  or  any 
other  trustee  attending  at  such  general  meeting  as  is  there  mentioned, 
out  of  the  balance  in  the  hands  of  the  treasurer,  to  discount  at  a  rate 
of  interest  not  less  than  8  per  cent,  per  annum  ;  bills  of  exchange,  or 
promissory  notes  of  an  amount  not  exceeding  £500,  <&c.  The  only 
remarks  I  will  make  on  this  Act  are  : — Ist.  That  it  only  applies,  and 
is  only  intended  to  apply  to  the  particular  case  of  the  Savings'  Bank, 
and  cannot  be  applied  to  any  other. — 2nd.  That  had  I  been  a  Judge  of 
this  Court  at  the  time  it  was  proposed  to  the  Legislature,  I  should 
have  found  it  my  duty  in  pursuance  of  22nd  sec.  of  the  Statute 
9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  to  transmit  to  His  Excellency  the  Governor,  a 
representation  that  the  said  clause  is  repugnant  to  the  laws  of  England. 
Having  thus  examined  the  arguments,  which  have  been  adduced  to 
prove  that  the  law  of  England  respecting  the  interest  of  money  does 
not  apply  to  this  Colony,  I  will  now  state  the  reasons  which  have 
induced  me  to  form  an  opinion  that  it  does.  It  is  well  known  that  the 
first  settlement  in  this  Colony  took  place  in  the  year  1788,  and  that 
His  Majesty  having  been  empowered  by  the  Statute  24  Geo.  Ill,  c  56, 
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to  appoint  some  place  beyond  the   sea  for  the  transportation  of        1833. 

offenders  from  Great  Britain,  and  having  appointed  the  eastern  coast  Macdonald 

of  New  Holland  for  that  purpose,  was  further  empowered  by  Statute  ^' 

27  Geo.  Ill,  c.  2,  to  erect  a  Court  of  Criminal  Judicature  for  the  trial 

and  punishment  of  offenders,  in  a  more  summary  way  than  was  used 

toithin  the  realm  according  to  its  known  and  established  laws,  and  also 

that  His  Majesty  did  by  his  letters  patent,  dated  2nd  April,  1787, 

appoint  not  only  that  there  should  be  within  this  Colony,  a  Court  to 

be  called  a  Court  of  Criminal  Jurisdiction,  but  by  virtue   of   His 

Majesty's  Royal  Prerogative,  it  was  also  appointed  that  there  should 

be  a  Court  of  civil   jurisdiction.     As  to  the  forms  and   manner  of 

proceeding  in  these  Courts,  they  varied  from  the  usual  course   of 

Courts  in  England,  but  immediately  upon  their  erection,  the  law  to  be 

administered  by  them  (except  as  altered  by  the  statute)  would  be  the 

laws  of  England.     For  although  in  the  one  court  its  judgments  would 

be  chiefly  passed  perhaps,  upon  such  as  had  no  civil  rights  remaining 

to  them,  having  for  the  most  part  been  attainted  felons,  yet  there 

were  those  who  accompanied  them  as  guards,  or  as  settlers,  and  their 

issue,  and  the  issue  of  even  those  attainted  felons,  whose  civil  rights 

were  entire,  and  who  might  claim  to  have  those  rights  enforced,  except 

so  far  as  they  have  been  altered  by  the  Act  of  Parliament.     To  these 

the  law  of  England,  as  far  as  it  was  immediately  applicable,  was  their 

right,  and  its  various  provisions  from  their  advancement  as  a  colony 

and  increasing  numbers,  and  increasing  transactions  with  each  other, 

became  daily  more  and  more  applicable. 

I  take  it  to  be  clear  law,  without  the  aid  of  an  Act  of  Parliament 
to  make  it  such,  that  if  an  uninhabited  country  (as  this  at  the  time  of 
its  settlement  must  be  considered  to  have  been,  for  the  wandering 
tribes  of  its  natives,  living  without  certain  habitation  and  without 
laws  were  never  in  the  situation  of  a  conquered  people  or  this  colony 
that  of  a  ceded  country),  if  such  a  country  be  discovered  and  planted 
by  English  subjects,  all  the  English  laws  then  in  being  which  are 
applicable  to  their  situation,  and  the  condition  of  an  infant  colony, 
are  immediately  their  birthright,  and  as  their  applicability  arises  from 
their  improving  condition,  come  daily  into  force.  They  are  not  in  the 
situation  of  persons  who  go  to  settle  in  a  conquered  country,  where 
laws  have  pre-existed,  and  which  continue  to  exist  until  changed  by 
lawful  authority.  If  they  have  not  the  law  of  England  for  their 
guidance,  they  have  none.  In  this  manner  the  statute  of  the  13th 
Anne,  c.  15  (1)  which  was  passed  in  the  year  1713  for  fixing  the  rate 

(1)  12  Aqd.,  St.  2,  cap.  16,  RufP. 
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1833.  of  5  per  cent,  in  England  was  a  law  of  this  Colony  at  its  lirst  estab- 
Macdonald  lishment,  and  was  applicable  tlie  moment  one  person  became  the 
Levy.  lender  and  another  a  borrower.  The  precise  reason  why  in  ceirtain 
Burtm  J  ^*^®r  colonial  possessions  of  the  Crown,  which  have  been  referred  to 
for  a  contrary  conclusion,  a  different  rate  of  interest  exists  by  law,  is 
that  which  causes  the  statute  of  Queen  Anne  to  apply  to  this  Colony; 
it  is  that  those  colonies  were  settled  before  that  statute  was  passed, 
and  when  the  rate  of  interest  was  regulated  by  a  previous  statute, 
allowing  a  greater  rate  of  interest,  and  that  those  colonics  possessed 
legislative  bodies  of  their  own  before  the  statute  of  Queen  Anne  was 
passed ;  and  after  that  period  laws  passed  in  England  do  not  bind  these 
colonies  unless  they  are  specially  named.  The  history  of  Ireland 
affords  an  illustration  of  this  principle.  Ireland  having  been  con- 
quered by  King  Henry  II,  King  John,  in  the  I2th  year  of  his  reign, 
ordained  that  Ireland  should  be  governed  by  the  laws  of  England,  but, 
as  it  still  remained  a  distinct  dominion,  and  had  parliaments  of  its 
own,  no  Acts  of  Parliament  since  the  12th  year  of  King  John's  reign 
extended  to  that  kingdom,  unless  it  was  specially  named  or  included 
under  the  general  words,  as  "within  any  of  the  King's  dominions,"  and 
by  another  law  called  Poyning's  Law  (1),  passed  in  the  10th  Henry 
YII,  it  was  enacted,  that  all  Acts  of  Parliament  before  made  in 
England  should  be  in  force  in  Ireland.  By  the  same  rule  that  the 
laws  passed  between  the  12th  of  King  John,  and  10th  Henry  VII, 
were  not  binding  in  Ireland,  those  passed  subsequently  to  the  10th 
Henry  YII,  and  consequently  all  Usury  Laws,  beginning  with  the 
37th  Henry  VIII  (2) — Ireland  not  being  expressly  mentioned  in  them, 
or  included  under  general  words — are  not  in  force  there,  and  the  rate 
of  interest  in  Ireland  is  different  from  that  in  England,  being  6  per 
cent. 

Eeferring  to  the  history  of  the  Colonial  Possessions  of  the  Crown, 
in  which  a  different  rate  of  interest  prevails,  it  will  be  found  to  exist 
upon  the  same  rule.  Thus  Jamaica  was  captured  in  the  time  of  the 
Commonwealth  in  1655,  and  continued  under  Military  Government 
until  the  time  of  the  restoration  of  Eang  Charles  the  Second,  who  on 
the  18th  February,  1661,  granted  a  free  constitution  to  the  colonists, 
including  the  power  of  making  their  own  laws,  which  is  the  reason  that 
the  statute  of  12th  Charles  II  c.  13,  by  which  the  English  rate  of 
interest  was  fixed  at  6  per  cent.,  but  not  that  of  13th  Anne,  by  which 
it  was  fixed  at  5,  applied  to  the  island ;  and  by  an  Act  of  the  loea) 

(1)  10  Hen.  YII.  c.  28,  Irish  stat.  (2)  Cap.  9. 
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Legislature  of  Jamaica,  33  Cbarles  II,  c.  19,  the  rate  of  interest  was        183^ 


fixed  at  10  per  cent.,  and  was  subsequently  reduced  by  the  same  Macdonald 
authority  to  6  per  cent.  The  island  of  Barbadoes  was  settled  by  letters  j.  ^' 
patent,  and  a  power  was  given  to  the  colonists  to  make  laws  on  the  > 
2nd  June,  1627,  wKich  affords  a  reason  why  the  statutes  of  Charles  II 
and  of  Queen  Anne,  subsequently  passed,  did  not  apply  to  that  island, 
but  the  statute  of  21  James  I  c.  17,  by  which  legal  interest  was  limited 
to  8  per  cent.  In  the  ceded  colonies,  as  Trinidad,  Berbice,  Demerara, 
St.  Lucia,  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  and  Mauritius,  a  different  rate  of 
interest  prevails  because  those  countries,  at  the  time  of  their  cession, 
possessed  laws  which  continued  until  changed  by  the  Imperial  Parlia- 
ment, or  the  authority  of  His  Majesty.  It  was  because  that  in  the 
various  possessions  of  the  British  Crown  (but  especially  Ireland  and 
the  West  Indies),  a  rate  of  interest  legally  existed  different  from  that 
which  in  the  year  1774,  came  to  exist  in  England,  that  the  statute 
14  Geo.  ni  c.  79,  explained  by  1  and  2  Geo.  IV,  c.  51,  was  passed  to 
enable  securities  by  way  of  mortgages  to  be  executed  in  England 
upon  property  situate  in  those  countries,  provided  the  rate  of  interest 
should  not  exceed  S  per  cent ;  most  of  the  local  legislatures  of  those 
colonies  having  at  that  period  reduced,  or  in  consequence  of  that 
statute  the^  did  afterwards  reduce  their  local  interest  to  that  rate ; 
but  this  statute  by  no  means  warrants  the  argument  which  was  raised 
upon  it  by  the  plaintiff^s  attorney,  that  it  authorises  the  existence  of  a 
rate  of  interest  in  this  colony  different  from  that  in  England;  no  dif- 
ferent rate  of  interest  having  ever  existed  here  previously  to  the  settle- 
ment of  the  colony  by  British  subjects ;  and  where  the  law  of  England 
on  this  subject  did  not  then  apply  there  was  no  law.  The  only  prin- 
ciple npon  which  the  criminal  laws  of  England,  as  to  the  definition 
and  punishment  of  offences  comprised  in  the  statutes,  as  well  of  the 
same  reign  as  the  statute  of  Queen  Anne,  as  of  many  reigns  prior  and 
subsequent  to  that  statute,  but  passed  previous  to  the  establishment  of 
the  colony,  could  be  administered  here  upon  its  first  settlement,  or  any 
other  English  law,  upon  which  there  never  was  a  doubt,  is  precisely 
the  same  upon  which  the  statute  12th  Anne  became  the  law  of  this 
colony ;  and  there  is  no  reason  for  the  one  of  those  statutes  being  law 
which  is  not  equally  applicable  to  the  statute  of  12th  Anne.  The 
letters  patent  of  His  Majesty  King  George  III,  dated  2nd  April  27th 
year  of  His  Majesty's  reign,  first  establishing  a  court  of  civil  judica- 
ture in  this  Colony,  prescribes  indeed  a  form  proceeding,  which  it  was 
His  Majesty's  prerogative  to  do;  but  as  to  the  laws  to  be  administered, 
ordains,  directs,  and  authorises  the  said  Court  to  give  judgment  and 
sentence  according  to  the  justice  and  right ;  which  it  is  remarkable,  as 
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1833.        the  very  terms  used  in  the  Magna  Charta,  being  only  expressed  in 

AUcDONALD  English  instead  of  Latin— 

*'•  •'  N'ulli  negabimus  atU  dijerenuia  rectum  vel  justUiam,* 

Levy. 

His  Majesty  did  not  affect  to  prescribe  in  any  other  terms  what  laws 
should  be  administered ;  it  was  not  in  His  Eoyal  Prerogative  to  change 
the  laws,  but  only  in  the  power  of  the  Parliament.  The  letters  patent 
of  His  Majesty,  dated  the  4th  February,  1814,  repealed  the  former 
letters  patent,  and  erected  three  courts  of  civil  judicature,  viz.,  the 
Governor's  Court,  and  the  Supreme  Court,  for  this  Colony,  and  the 
Lieutenant-Governor's  Court  for  Van  Dieman's  Land.  The  first  is 
directed  and  authorised  "  to  give  judgment  and  sentence  according  to 
justice  and  right";  the  second  "to  give  judgment  and  sentence  accord- 
ing to  law  and  eg^uity^^;  and  the  third,  which  was  for  Van  Dieman's 
Land,  in  the  terms  of  the  Governor's  Court,  "  to  give  judgment  and 
sentence  according  to  justice  and  right."  It  appears  by  the  Report  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Inquiry,  on  the  judicial  establishments  of  this 
colony,  ordered  by  the  House  of  Commons  to  be  printed  on  the  2lBt 
February,  1823,  that  a  diflSculty  had  been  expressed  by  Mr.  Judge 
Advocate  Wylde  as  to  the  applicability  here  of  English  statutes  passed 
in  England  since  the  27  Geo.  III.  By  the  statute  4  Geo.  IV,  c.  96, 
the  constitution  of  the  several  courts  was  changed,  but  the  duty  to 
administer  the  laws  of  England,  in  all  matters  coming  before  them,  is 
plainly  expressed  in  almost  every  clause;  and  by  section  24  His  Majesty 
was  empowered  to  erect  a  legislative  body  in  the  Colony,  to  make  laws 
and  ordinances  so  as  they  should  not  be  repugnant  to  the  law  of  Eng- 
landy  but  consistent  with  such  law,  as  far  as  the  circumstances  of  the  said 
Oolong  will  admit.  But  the  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  further  alterations  were 
made  in  the  constitution  of  the  courts  of  the  Colony,  but  as  if  to  put 
an  end  to  the  difficulties  which  had  been  felt  as  to  the  application  of 
the  laws  passed  in  England  since  the  establishment  of  the  colony ;  and 
as  if  to  put  an  end  to  all  the  irregularities  which,  for  want  of  a  legis- 
lative body  pre-existing  in  the  colony,  had  crept  into  practice ;  as  if  to 
put  an  end  also  to  every  supposed  usage  contrary  to  the  law  of  Eng- 
land which  had  crept  into  practice,  the  Commissioner  referring  in  his 
Eeport,  which  was  before  Parliament,  to  many  such^  by  that  statute, 
section  24,  '^  It  is  enacted,  that  all  laws  and  statutes  in  force  within  the 
realm  of  England,  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  that  Act,  not  being  incon- 
sistent therewith,  or  with  any  charter  or  letters  patent,  or  order  in 
Council,  which  may  be  issued  in  pursuance  thereof,  shall  be  applied  in 
the  administration  of  justice  in  the  courts  of  New  South  Wales  and 
Van  Dieman's  Land  respectively,  so  far  as  the  same  can  be  applied 
within  the  said  colonies. 


1\ 
Levy. 

Burton  J. 
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I  look  upon  this  clause  as  the  great  charter  of  the  Colony,  and  at  1833. 
once  yielding  to  the  colonists  all  that  by  the  common  law,  or  by  the  Macdonald 
liberal,  and  enlightened,  and  accumulated  wisdom  of  our  ancestors,  has 
been  provided  for  the  protection  of  life,  liberty  and  property,  and  for 
regulating  the  transactions  of  men  with  each  other.  All  becomes  by 
virtue  of  it  "  the  justice  and  right "  which  the  judges  are  sworn  to  do 
to  all  the  Kings'  subjects,  and  which  is  expressly  provided  in  one  of  the 
clauses  of  Magna  Charta  (itself  under  this  provision  the  law  of  the 
Colony)  shall  never  be  denied  or  delayed.  "  ^ulU  negahimus  aut 
differ  emus  rectum  vel  jmtitiamr  My  construction  of  the  24th  clause 
is,  that  only  one  point  is  left  by  it  to  the  determination  of  the  Court, 
viz.,  can  the  law  which  a  party  insists  upon  be  applied  in  this  Colony  or 
not  ?  Does  there  exist  any  legal  bar  to  its  being  applied  ?  If  it  can 
be  applied,  if  there  be  no  legal  bar,  it  is  his  right,  and  ought  to  be 
enforced.  There  is  no  expression,  as  there  might  have  been  if  such 
were  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  authorising  the  judges  to  apply 
the  laws  of  England  or  not,  as  they  may  judge  them  to  be  convenient 
or  expedient  in  the  particular  condition  of  the  country  at  any  particular 
time,  there  is  no  power  given  them  to  dispense  with  any  law  of 
England  which  can  be  applied.  To  judge  of  the  expediency  or  con- 
venience of  any  law  is  immediately  afterwards  in  the  same  clause  con- 
fided to  a  different  and  more  proper  authority  in  the  following  words: — 

As  often  as  any  doubt  shall  arise  as  to  the  application  of  anj  sucli  laws  or  statutes 
in  the  said  Colonies  respectively,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Governors  of  the  said 
Colonies  respectively,  by  and  with  the  advice  of  the  Legislative  Councils  of  the  said 
Colonies  respectively,  by  ordinances  to  be  by  them  for  that  purpose  made,  to  declare 
whether  such  laws  or  statutes  shall  be  deemed  to  extend  to  such  Colonies  and  to  be 
in  force  within  the  same,  or  to  make  and  establish  such  limitations  and  modifications 
of  any  such  laws  and  statutes  within  the  said  Colonies  respectire^y,  as  may  be 
deemed  expedient  in  that  behalf. 

The  power  of  the  Judges  is  only  "  to  adjudge  and  decide  as  to  the 
application  "  (t.^.,  whether  they  can  be  applied)  "  of  any  such  laws  or 
statutes  in  the  said  Colonies'*  and  not  to  make  and  establish  any 
limitations  or  modifications  therein.  The  view  which  I  take  of  my  duty 
as  a  judge  deciding  upon  any  law,  is  that  I  am  bound  to  decide 
"  according  io  law  "  and  this,  whether  in  the  particular  point  it  may  be 
favourable  to  the  subject,  or  restrictive,  or  may  only  concern  private 
transactions ;  I  have  no  power  to  bend  the  law ;  transactions  in  society 
must  be  adapted  to  the  law ;  it  is  not  in  Judges,  but  in  Legislatures  to 
adapt  the  law  to  the  state  of  society ;  the  law  is  a  main  pillar  of  the 
Constitution,  not  to  be  removed,  or  bent,  or  deformed,  according  to 
the  particular  views  of  judges,  but  only  by  the  authority  of  Parliament. 
"With  me,  therefore,  arguments   of  expediency  have  no  avail ;  if  an 
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1S33.         expedient  bo  necessary,  a  remedy  is  necessary,  and  that  only  lies  witb 
Macdonald  the  Legislature,  and  I  have  always  thought  that  there  has  been  too 

jj^^y  great  a  proneness  in  Courts  to  resort  to  the  use  of  expedients  to  pre- 
„  J  yent  the  execution  of  what  they  may  consider  a  hard  law,  which  has 
grown  up  to  be  an  evil.  For  a  suitor  who  has  law  on  his  side  has  been 
sent  out  of  Court  with  a  loss,  because,  in  the  judge's  consideration,  or 
that  of  a  jury,  perhaps  the  law  is  a  hard  one.  A  new  code  becomes 
established  not  to  found  recorded  amongst  the  common  or  statute  law, 
resting  only  in  the  breasts  of  Judges,  varying  as  they  rary,  and 
frequently  varying  as  one  and  the  same  person  varies  with  his  views 
and  opinions.  A  code  which  none  knows  how  to  obey,  which  is  made 
ex  postfactOy  and  only  serves  as  a  trap  for  litigation,  and  as  a  reproach 
upon  the  uncertainty  of  the  law.  Whereas  if  the  law  were  to  be  ad- 
ministered as  it  is,  its  inadequacies,  its  inconvenience,  its  hardships,  if 
any,  which  are  concealed  and  glossed  over  by  expedients  would  be 
apparent  from  being  felt,  and  the  legislature  would  be  called  upon  to 
proTide  a  remedy.  These  are  the  considerations  which  have  led  me, 
not  here  alone,  but  elsewhere  to  refuse  to  depart  from  the  line  of  my 
duty  which  is  ^^jus  dicere^^  and  not  **jusfaeere,^'  It  is  a  good  maxim 
in  one  law  for  the  avoiding  of  uncertainties,  "  tfare  decisis,^*  but  it  is  a 
still  better  "  stare  legihmy  If  the  argument  of  expediency,  bowever, 
were  legitimate  in  the  present  case,  I  am  most  clearly  of  opinion  that  it 
is  all  in  favour  of  the  law  of  England  respecting  usury  being  applied, 
and  adhered  to,  in  this  Colony.  The  increasing  disorder  which  has 
occurred  since  it  was  departed  from  shows  this  to  be  the  case.  The 
enormous  and  ruinous  change  of  property  which  occurred  in  this 
Colony  in  the  years  1829  and  1880,  and  still  continue  in  a  less  degree, 
and  a  reference  to  the  records  in  the  office  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
warrants  of  attorney  and  memorials  of  mortgages  which  I  Lave  already 
made,  justify  my  own  mind,  at  least  my  opinion,  as  applied  to  this 
Colony.  For  these  reasons  therefore  I  am  of  opinion : — Eirst — That 
there  is  in  this  Colony  a  legal  limitation  to  the  rate  of  interest,  which 
may  be  taken  for  the  forbearance  of  money.  Secondly — That  that 
limitation  is  such  as  is  imposed  by  the  law  of  England,  and  is  £5  per 
cent.  Therefore  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  allowed  to  enter  up  judg- 
ment for  interest  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  and  no  more." 

The  Chief  Justice  then  delivered  his  opinion  to  the  following 
effect : — I  regret  at  all  times  to  entertain  any  difference  of  opinion 
with  either  of  my  respected  brethren  on  the  Bench ;  and  the  more 
especially  in  a  case  of  such  great  importance  to  this  community  that  it 
would  have  been  desirable,  the  law  should  be  removed  from  all  doubt, 
and  declared  by  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Court.    The  question  is, 
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whether  the  usury  laws  of  England  apply  to  this  Colony,  a  question        1883. 

which  has  never  been  formally  raised  in  this  Court  before,  nor  received,  Macdunald 

that  I  am  aware,  the  solemn  decision  of  the  Judges.    It  has,  however, 

been  the  settled  practice  at  nisi  prius^  by  all  of  the  Judges  who  have 

liitherto  sat  on  this  Bench,  to  allow  interest  at  the  rate  of  8  per 

cent,   where   5  per   cent,    would    have   been  the    rate  allowed   in 

England ;  and  the  practice  necessarily  involves  the  conclusion,  that 

we  all  held  the  statute  of  Queen  Anne,  the  Act  by  which  the  rate  of 

interest  is  limited  to  5  per  cent,  in  England,  not  to  be  in  force  in  this 

Colony.      It  shall  be  my  endeavour,  on  the  present  occasion,  to  show 

that  this  conclusion  was  right  in  principle,  that  the  practice  of  the 

Court  has  been  correct,  and  that  the  laws  of  England  for  regulating 

the  interest  of  money  are  not  applicable  to  the  condition  of  this  Colony, 

and  therefore  not  in  force.    Be.^ore  I  proceed  to  examine  the  principle 

upon  which  my  own  judgment  has  been  formed,  I  must  anticipate  an 

argument  which  is  frequently  urged  upon  the  Court,  and  which  appears 

to  me  to  be  founded  on  a  misconstruction  of  the  24th  section  of  the 

New  South  Wales  Act  (9  Geo.  IVy  c,  83).    That  clause  has  been  read, 

as  if  it  were  an  enactment,  peculiar  in  its  provisions  to  this  Colony,  and 

introductory  of  a  new  principle  of  Colonial  law.      It  will  be  found, 

however,  that  is  neither  peculiar,  nor  new ;  it  is,  on  the  contrary, 

affirmative  of  the  law,  as  it  stood  before^  as  it  is  laid  down  by  the 

oldest  text  writers   on  the  subject,  and  confirmed  by  a  long  and 

uninterrupted  current  of  legal  authorities.     To  read  this  clause  rightly, 

we  must  look  first  at  the  law,  as  it  stood  exactly  at  the  time  of  passing 

the  Act  itself,  and  then  at  the  provisions  of  the  Act  itself,  and  by  com* 

paring  the  one  with  the  other,  it  will  be  seen,  at  once,  that  all  that 

Parliament  had  in  view  was  to  fix  the  time  at  which  English  laws  in 

general  should  cease  to  bind  this  Colony,  and  to  enable  the  local 

Legislature,  in  cases  of  doubt,  to  declare  whether  any  particular  statute 

should  apply  or  not.    The  oldest  authority  which  I  can  find  extant  upon 

this  point,  is  a  determination  of  the  Lords  of  the  Privy  Council  upon 

an  appeal  from  Barbadoes,  whether  the  statute  of  frauds  (29  Charles 

11)  extended  to  that  island.      This   decision   was   referred  to  by 

8ir  Joseph  Jekylly  Master  of  the  Bolls,  in  1772,  and  is  shortly  reported 

in  2  P.  Wms,  75,  as  follows : — **  If  there  be  a  new  and  uninhabited 

country  found  out  by  English  subjects,  as  the  law  is  the  birthright  of 

every  subject,  so,  wherever  they  go  they  carry  their  laws  with  them, 

and,  therefore,  such  new  found  country  is  to  be  governed  by  the  laws 

of  England  ;  though  after  such  country  is  inhabited  by  the  English, 

Acts  of  Parliament  made  in  England,  without  naming  the  foreign 

populations  will  not  bind  them."    Taking  this  to  be  the  text  law  upon 
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1833.        tho  subject — and  it  is  reported  to  be  so  laid  down  by  the  Lords  of  the 


Macdonalu  Privy  Council,  who  are  the  Judges  in  the  last  resort  upon  appeal  from 
Levy  *^®  plantations,  and  stand  in  the  same  relation  to  the  Colonial  Court  a 
as  tho  House  of  Lords  does  to  the  superior  courts  of  law  in  England  ; 
it  will  be  seen  that  the  point  of  time  when  a  colony  was  first  inhabited 
is  a  necessary  preliminary  to  the  correct  application  of  the  rule,  and 
that  its  point  must  frequently  be  vague  and  uncertain,  and  hence  arose 
the  necessity  of  some  legal  enactment  to  ^x  the  point  of  time  with 
more  precision.  But  there  occurs  another  and  a  more  important  point. 
Does  the  subject  settling  in  a  new  place  necessarily  carry  with  him  all 
the  laws  of  his  country,  whether  such  laws  may  be  suitable  to  his 
altered  position  or  not  ?  Sir  William  Blackstone  in  commenting 
upon  the  resolution  of  the  Lords  of  the  Council,  expounds  it  in  the 
following  clear  and  comprehensive  terms  : — **  But  this  must  be  under- 
stood with  very  many,  and  very  great  restrictions,  such  colonists  carry 
with  them  only  so  much  of  the  English  law  as  is  applicable  to  their  otcn 
situation,  and  the  condition  of  an  infant  colony,  such  for  instance,  as 
the  general  rules  of  inheritance,  and  of  protection  from  personal 
injuries.  The  artificial  distinctions  and  refinements  incident  to  the 
property  of  a  great  and  commercial  people — the  laws  of  police  and 
revenue — the  mode  of  maintenance  for  the  established  clergy — ^and  a 
multitude  of  other  provisions  are  neither  necessary  nor  convenient  for 
them,  and  therefore  not  in  force.  What  shall  be  admitted,  and  what 
rejected,  at  what  time,  and  under  what  restrictions,  must,  in  case  of 
dispute,  be  decided  in  the  first  instance  by  their  own  provisional  judi- 
cature" {Bl.  Com,  Vol,  L,p.  107).  This  passage  in  the  Commentaries 
is  considered  to  be  a  sound  exposition  of  the  law  by  all  the  Avriters  on 
'Colonial  law ;  and  is  received  as  authority  in  our  courts.  It  is  cited 
with  approbation  by  Sir  William  Grant,  in  a  recent  case  which  arose 
upon  the  extension  of  the  statute  of  Mortmain  (9  Geo,  II,  c,  1) 
"to  the  Island  of  G-renada,  who  said,  *'  It  is  undoubtedly  true,  that  all 
the  laws  of  England  are  not,  and  cannot  possibly  be  in  force  in  that  or 
any  other  colony  {Attorney- General  v.  Stewart,  2  Merivale  159).  In 
Chalmers  Collection  of  Opinions  upon  points  of  jurisprudence  con- 
cerning the  colonies  ( Vol.  I,  198-220)  I  find  the  opinions  of  the  most 
eminent  lawyers  in  accordance  with  the  text,  as  laid  by  Blackstone, 
Sir  Itohert  Henley  and  Mr.  Yorke,  Attorney  and  Solicitor- General  in 
the  year  1757,  in  answer  to  a  question  put  to  them  by  the  Committee 
of  the  Council  for  the  Plantations,  how  far  the  statute  for  counter- 
feiting foreign  coins  was  in  force  in  Notsa  Scotia,  state  their  opinion  as 
follows : — "  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  proposition  adopted  by  the 
Judges  there,  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  colonies  carry  with  them  the 
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statute  laws  of  the  realm,  is  not  true  as  a  general  proposition,  but        1833. 


depends  upon  circumstances,  the  effect  of  their  charter,  usage,  and  Macdonald 
acta  of  their  Legislature ;  and  it  would  be  both  inconvenient  and  ^  ^'-  , 
dangerous  to  take  it  in  so  large  an  extent."  Sir  Fhillip  YorJce  and 
Sir  Clement  Wearg  had,  in  the  year  1724,  expressed  their  opinion  to 
the  same  effect.  Upon  a  similar  question  referred  to  them,  as  to  what 
English  laws  were  to  be  considered  in  force  in  Jamaica,  they  replied, 
"  Such  Acts  of  Parliament  as  have  befen  made  in  England  to  bind  the 
plantations  in  general,  or  Jamaica  in  particular,  and  also  such  parts  of 
the  common  or  statute  law  of  England  as  have  ly  long  usage  and 
general  acquiescence  been  received  and  acted  under  there,  though  with- 
out any  particular  law  of  the  country  for  that  purpose,  are  to  be 
considered  in  force."  Lord  Mansjleld,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  the  celebrated  case  of  Campbell  v.  Sally(l) 
IB  reported  to  have  referred  to  this  last  opinion  of  the  Crown  lawyers 
in  the  following  words: — "A  maxim  of  constitutional  law,  declared 
by  two  such  men  in  modern  times  as  Sir  Phillip  Yorke  and  Sir  Clement 
Wearg,  will  require  some  authorities  to  shake."  I  might  multiply 
great  names  in  support  of  the  principle  I  contend  for,  but  those  which 
I  have  cited  will  be  sufficient  to  prove  the  existence  of  the  i>rinciple 
itself,  and  the  certainty  with  which  it  has  been  preserved  and  applied. 
From  these  authorities  I  collect  the  true  principles  upon  which  the 
laws  of  England  should  be  extended  to  the  Colonies,  as  follows : — Ist, 
Statutes  passed  after  the  settling  of  a  new  colony  do  not  bind  such 
colony  unless  they  are  extended  to  the  colonies  at  large,  or  such  colony 
in  particular;  2nd,  of  the  statutes  which  were  passed  before  the 
settling  of  the  new  colony,  only  such  extend  to  it  as  are  suited  to  the 
condition  of  the  colony ;  3rd,  in  all  cases  of  doubt,  the  applicability  of 
any  particular  statute  must  be  determined,  in  the  first  instance,  by  the 
local  courts.  Now,  carrying  these  plain  principles  with  us  to  the 
consideration  of  the  24th  section  of  the  New  South  Wales  Act,  it  will 
at  once  appear  that  they  are  all  embodied  in  that  clause,  and  that  the 
two  other  provisions  which  are  added  to  them  were  intended  to  give 
them  more  complete  effect — viz.,  by  fixing  the  exact  time,  after  which 
English  Acts  of  Parliament  should  no  longer  bind  this  colony;  and 
enabling  the  Legislative  Council  to  remove  any  doubt  as  to  the  applic- 
ability of  any  statute,  by  declaring  whether  such  statute  did  or  did 
not  extend  to  the  colony,  or  under  what  limitations  or  modifica- 
tions it  should  extend,  reserving  it  still,  as  the  duty  of  the  Judges, 
in  the  meantime,  to  declare  the  law.  The  terms  of  the  Act,  the 
anticipation    of    doubts   which   might  arise,    all   clearly  show    that 

(I)  Lofft  eso,  Cowp.  204. 


5*  SUPKEMB  COTTRT  CASfS/ 

1833.        Parliament  neTer  intended  to  broad-cast,  as  it  were,  tbe  whole  body 
Macdonald  of  English  laws  upon  this  Colony,  without  reference  to  its  condition 
Levy        °^  circumstances,  or  considering  whether  such  laws  were  applicable 
or  otherwise.     Surely  something  more  is  required  of  the  Court,»8ome 
higher  obligation  of  intellectual   duty  imposed  on  us,  than  simply 
to  say  whether  there  be  a  physical  possibility  of  applying  a  lav 
or  not  within  the  Colony.     "What,  I  would  ask,  is  there  in  the 
peculiar  constitution  of  this  infant  Colony  which  requires  a  different 
principle  to  be  obserred  in  the  application  of  the  laws  of  England 
from  that  which  has  been  observed  in  applying  the  same  laws  to  every 
other  colony  ?  We  are  all  placed  in  the  same  relative  position,  having  the 
same  rights  and  obligations,  and  the  same  common  dependency  upon 
the  parent  country.    If  it  were  both  "  inconvenient  and  dangerous " 
to  extend  all  the  laws  of  England  to  the  elder  colonies,  how  does 
it  become  less  so  in  this  P     The  only  legitimate  object  of  all  laws, 
is  to  provide  for  the  protection  and  necessary  wants  of  mankind — 
beyond  this,  every  law  is  unnecessary;  and,  in  proportion  as  it  is 
inapplicable,  it  becomes  a  useless  burthen.    Of  all  evils  upon  society, 
I  know  of  none  more  to  be  deprecated,  than  to  be  governed  by  unsuit- 
able laws — they  interfere  with  the  daily  habits  and  pursuits  of  man- 
kind ;  they  are  opposed  to  their  feelings  and  opinions,  and  carry  in 
them  all  the  consequences  of  oppression.    If  we,  the  Judges,  are 
merely  to  declare  whether  the  laws  of  England  can  be  applied  or  not, 
what  is  there  to  prevent  the  application  of  a  "  multitude'*  of  provisions 
as  Blaclcstone  expresses  it,  which  hitherto  no  one  has  dreamed  of 
extending  to  this  Colony— the  law  of  marriage — the  laws  of  titles, 
with  their  particular  exemptions — the  poor  laws — the  excise  laws — the 
particular  rule  prohibiting  two  persons  (being  in  partnership)  from 
underwriting  the  same  policy  ?    I  know  of  no  argument  against  the 
application  of  these  laws,  except  that  they  have  never  been  used  in  the 
Colony,  and  that  reason  concurs  with  circumstances,  in  declaring  that 
they  are  inapplicable  to  the  condition  of  an  infant  establishment. 
Perhaps  it  will  be  urged  that  there  is  a  want  of  the  necessary 
machinery  to  execute  such  laws,  and  therefore,  they  are  not  in  force, 
but  this  argument  will  fail,  when  it  is  considered  that  in  some  of  those 
I  have  enumerated,  there  is  machinery  enough  to  admit  at  least,  of  a 
partial  application,  and  in  many  others,  which  are  in  fact  administered 
within  the  Colony,  there  is  a  defect  of  the  necessary  machinery,  as  it 
exists  in  England.    We  have,  for  example,  no  Sheriff's  or  County 
Court,  notwithstanding  which,  the  remedy  by  replevin  is  as  frequently 
resorted  to  in  this  Colony,  as  if  such  a  court  were  in  full  operation. 
I  might  quote  other  instances,  but  they  are  unnecessary;  the  distinction 
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<!reated  by  the  statute  which  creates  the  law,  to  oarry  them  into  effect,  macdonaliT 

will  be  found  to  be  neither  a  safe  nor  unerring  standard.     The  first,  ^- 

and  leading  principle  should  be,  whether  such  laws  are  applicable  in 

their  nature  and  object,  to  the  state  and  condition  of  the  colonists.    I 

am  fully  aware,  that  in  the  adoption  of  this  standard,  I  shall  be  met 

by  a  strong  argument,  of  the  inevitable  uncertainty  which  must  remain 

as  to  what  laws  may  or  may  not,  a  priori^  be  held  to  apply ;  a  difficulty 

which  many  vain  attempts  have  been  made  to  remove,  and  which  must 

continue  until  the  Legislature  shall,  by  some  positive  code,  embody 

the  whole  of  the  common  and  statute  law  of  England,  which  it  may 

intend  to  apply  to  the  Colony  ;  I  venture  to  affirm,  in  full  confidence 

of  the  result,  that  it  will  be  found  impossible  by  any  general  clause, 

so  to  frame  any  genei-al  rule,  as  to  decide,  as  by  a  scale,  upon  the 

applicability  of  any  English  law,  or  to  place  the  principle  upon  a  better 

foundation  than  it  rests  on  at  present.    In  the  absence  of  any  positive 

code,  or  statutory  declaration  of  the  law  upon  the  point  under  con« 

ffiJeration,  it  appears  to  me  that  I  am  bound  to  regard  it  in  the  same 

point  of  view,  as  if  I  had  been  called  upon  to  decide  it  in  any  other 

colony,  or,  as  I  think  it  would  have  been  decided  by  the  King's 

superior  courts  in  England,  if  it  had  arisen  incidentally  before  them. 

Assuming  then  the  true  point  of  enquiry  to  be,  whether  the  statute 

of  Ann€y  limiting  the  legal  rate  of  interest  to  5  per  cent,  per  annum, 

is  applicable  to  the  condition  and  circumstances  of  this  Colony,  I 

shall  proceed  to  examine  it,  for  the  sake  of  order,  under  two  general 

heads ; — first  as  to  the  nature  and  object  of  the  statute  itself,  and 

secondly,  as  to  the  usage  of  this  Colony,  and  the  analogous  practice 

of  the  other  plantations. 

Among  the  laws  enumerated  by  Sir  William  Blacistone  as  not 
applying  to  the  condition  of  an  infant  colony,  are  "  the  laws  of  police 
and  revenue,  especially  such  as  are  enforced  by  penalties."  This 
general  distinction  appears  to  have  been  adopted  by  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls,  in  deciding  against  the  application  of  the  statute  of  Mortmain 
to  the  island  of  Grenada — "  Whether  the  statute  be  in  force  in  this 
island,  will,  as  it  seems  to  me,'*  says  he,  "  depend  on  this  consideration, 
whether  it  be  a  law  of  local  policy,  adapted  solely  to  the  country  in 
which  it  was  made,  on  a  general  regulation  of  property,  equally  applic- 
able to  any  country,  in  which  property  is  governed  by  English  law. 
I  conceive  that  the  object  of  the  statute  of  Mortmain  is  wholly 
political — that  it  grew  out  of  local  circumstances,  and  was  meant 
to  have  merely  a  local  operation.  The  thing  to  be  prevented,  was  a 
mischief  existing  in  England,  and  it  was  by  the  quality  and  extent  of 
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1833.        the  mischief,  as  it  there  existed,  that  the  propriety  o£  legislative  inter- 
Macdonald  ference  upon  the  subject  was  to  be  determined."    At tomet/r  General 
^  '•  V.  Stewart  (1).     Upon  the  same  general  ground,  the  Court  of  King's 

Bench,  in  the  case  of  Bex  v,  Vaughan  (2),  held  that  the  statutes,  12 
Bic.  Ily  c,  2,  and  5  and  6  JEd.  VI,  c.  16,  against  bribery  in  the  sale  of 
offices,  did  not  extend  to  the  island  of  Jamaica.  "  These  statutes 
heing  positive  regulations  of  police,  not  adapted  to  the  circumstances 
of  a  new  colony,  and  therefore  no  part  of  that  law  of  England,  which 
every  colony,  from  necessity,  is  supposed  to  carry  with  them  at  their 
plantation."  Adopting  the  distinction  here  drawn,  by  the  Judges  in 
England,  between  such  laws  as  are  of  a  general  and  fundamental  kind, 
upon  which  the  constitutional  Government,  and  social  rights  of  the 
community  depend,  and  such  as  are  of  a  political  and  local  nature, 
calculated  to  suit  the  exigencies  of  particular  times  and  places,  and 
admitting  of  a  deviation  without  effecting  the  general  laws  of  the 
Empire,  and  applying  this  distinction  to  the  case  under  consideration, 
it  appears  to  me  that  the  laws  for  regulating  the  interest  of  money  in 
England  were  never  intended  by  the  Legislature  that  made  them,  to 
extend  beyond  the  meridian  of  England ;  that  usury  laws  are  properly 
laws  of  police,  suited  only  to  local  circumstances,  varying  in  their 
provisions  with  time  and  place,  and  not  alike,  I  believe,  at  this  present 
moment,  in  any  two  of  all  the  numerous  possessions  of  the  British 
Crown.  In  England,  in  the  reign  of  Henry  VIII,  the  rate  of  interest 
was  regulated  at  10  per  cent.;  in  the  reign  of  his  successor  it  was 
made  unlawful  to  receive  any  interest  at  all.  A  statute  of  Elizabeth 
restored  the  law  as  it  stood  under  Henry  the  Eighth.  In  the 
succeeding  reigns  of  James  and  Charles  the  Second,  the  legal  rate 
of  interest  was  reduced  first  to  8,  and  afterwards  to  6  per  cent. ; 
and  in  the  13th  year  of  Anne  (cap.  15)  it  was  finally  reduced  to  5 
per  cent.,  as  it  now  stands.  In  Ireland  the  rate  of  interest  is  higher 
than  it  is  in  England  at  the  present  time.  In  the  American  Colonies 
the  rate  of  interest  has  varied  at  different  times  from  10  to  6  per 
cent.,  and  in  the  East  Indies  it  was  fixed  by  Act  of  Parliament  at  12 
per  cent. :  yet  all  these  several  rates  of  interest  have  been  recognised 
by  the  courts  of  law  in  England ;  and  although  a  doubt  had  been 
raised  how  far  contracts  made  in  England,  did  not  fall  within  the 
express  words  of  the  statutes  of  Anne,  so  as  to  render  any  contract 
at  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  thereby  prohibited,  void,  yet  that 
doubt  was  removed  by  the  14th  Oeo.  Ill,  c.  79,  any  such  contracts 
were  expressly  protected.  There  never  was  a  doubt  but  that  they  were 
at  all  times  legal,  and  might  be  enforced  in  the  Colony  where  they 

(1)  2MeriY.,  163.        (2)  4  Burr.,  2,600. 
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were  made.    There  is  an  opinion  ascribed  to  P ember lon^  in  arguing        1833. 

the  case  of  BlanJcard  v.  Galdy  (I),  that  the  statute  of  Anne  did  not  Macdonald 

apply  to  Jamaica ;  but  I  rest  no  argument  upon  that  dictum ;  my       ,  ?';  ^ 

own  opinion  is  formed  upon  the  clear  principles  laid  down  by  Lord 

Mansfield  and  Sir  William  Grant,  in  determining  whether  a  particular 

statute  applies  to  the  Colonies ;  upon  the  universal  precedent  of  every 

colony  under  the  Crown ;  and  upon  the  invariable  usage  of  this  Colony, 

since  its  first  settlement.     I  think  I  understood  a  part  of  my  brother 

Burton's  argument  to  be,  that  the  American  Colonies  were  settled  at 

different  periods  of  time,  and  that  they  took  with  them  the  rate  of 

interest  in  force  in  England  at  the  date  of  their  respective  settlements. 

Admitting  the  fact  to  be  so,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  alter  the  case. 

If  the  statute  of  James,  limiting  the  interest  of  money  at  8  per 

cent.,  were  in  force  when  Jamaica  was  first  admitted  to  the  privileges 

of  an  English  Colony,  it  became  the  law  of  Jamaica,  and  could  not 

afterwards  be  repealed  or  altered  by  the  Legislature  of  that  island. 

Yet  my  learned  brother  admits,  that  by  an  Act  of  the  Assembly,  passed 

after  the  settlement  of  that  colony,  the  rate  of  interest  was  fixed  at 

10  per  cent.    By  His  Majesty's  proclamation  in  1763,  the  Island  of 

Orcnada  was  declared  to  be  an  English  Colony,  and  admitted  to  a  full 

participation  of  all  the  rights  and  privileges  which  were  enjoyed  by 

the  other  American  Colonies ;  and  consequently  the  common  law  of 

England,  with  all  the  modifications,  additions,  and  restrictions,  from 

time  to  time  engrafted  upon  it  by  statute,  became  the  law  of  that 

newly-established  colony,  subject  only  to  the  consideration,  how  far 

they  were  applicable  to  the  condition  of  the  inhabitants.     If   the 

Statute  of  Anne  were  a  necessary  part  of  the  English  law,  then  it  was 

as  fully  in  force  in  Grenada,  as  if  it  had  been  expressly  named  in  the 

Statute,  and  the  legal  rate  of  interest  was,  and  could  only  be  5  per 

cent.    Yet  we  find  that  the  Assembly  of  that  island,  shortly  after  it 

was  established,  fixed  the  local  rate  of  interest  at  6  per  cent.     In  the 

East  Indies,  where  His  Majesty's  subjects  are  governed  by  the  general 

laws  of  England,  it  was  never  supposed  that  the  usury  laws  were  in 

force.    Indian  interest,  as  it  is  called  in  the  books,  was  always  allowed 

upon  Indian  dealings.     The  case  of  Ekins  v,  E,  I,  Comp  (2)  is  in 

point.    That  case  was  decided  in  the  year  1717,  and  it  was  referred  to 

the  Master,  by  the  Chancellor,  to  compute  interest  according  to  the 

rate  allowed  in  India  at  that  time.    It  is  indeed  true  that  the  rate  of 

Indian  interest  was  afterwards  fixed  by  Act  of  Parliament  (13  Oeo,  III, 

c.  63)  at  12  per  cent. ;  the  terms  of  the  Act  imply  that  there  was  no 

legal  prohibition  to  taking  that,  or  any  higher  rate  of  interest  in  India 

(1)  4  Mod.,  222.  (2)  1  P.  Wms.,  396. 
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1838.  before.    And  yet  what  aoand  distinction  can  be  drawn  between  the 

Macdonals  commercial  dealings  and  money  transactions  of  His  Majesty's  subjects 

j^-  in  India,  and  in  New  South  Wales,  so  as  to  support  an  argument  in 

^  ,     ^  -r  favour  of  the  application  of  the  usury  laws  to  the  one,  and  not  the 

Forbes  C.J.  '^^  .  •'  •  i  » 

other  ?  In  principle  I  see  no  difference  between  them.  It  will  not  be 
contended  that  India  is  a  foreign  country,  governed  by  the  laws  of  the 
Gentoo,  the  Hindoo,  or  the  Musulman — ^these  laws  cannot  apply  to 
the  contracts  and  dealings  between  His  Majesty's  subjects  in  India ; 
they  are  governed  by  the  laws  of  England,  in  the  same  manner  as  we 
are,  that  is,  so  far  as  such  laws  are  adapted  to  their  local  circum- 
stances ;  and  if  the  statute  for  regulating  the  interest  of  money  be  a 
necessary  and  inseparable  part  of  those  laws,  then  was  it  as  binding 
upon  British  subjects  in  India,  as  it  is  upon  the  inhabitants  of  New 
South  Wales. 

But  there  is  another  objection  which  it  appears  to  me,  in  the  absence 
of  all  others,  would  be  conclusive  against  the  introduction  of  the 
statute  of  Anne  into  this  Colony,  it  has  never  been  used  by  thp  inhab- 
itants or  enforced  by  the  Courts ;  and  it  has  been  the  invariable 
practice  to  allow  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  is  allowed  by  the 
English  Act.  That  usa^e  generally,  in  the  colonies,  is  respected,  it 
will  not  be  necessary  for  me  to  contend,  after  the  opinions  ^of  the 
eminent  persons  I  have  cited.  IE  it  were,  the  statute  25  Geo.  77,  6,  c 
would  fully  bear  out  the  position.  That  Act  was  passed  to  remove 
certain  doubts  which  have  been  raised  as  to  the  execution  of  wills  under 
the  statute  29  Charles  11,  usually  called  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  as 
this  latter  statute  was  in  force  in  some  of  the  colonies,  and  not  in 
others,  it  became  necessary  to  extend  and  confine  the  provisions  of  the 
amending  Act  to  such  of  the  colonies  as  had  received  and  acted  under 
the  statute  of  frauds.  The  Act  of  Geo  II  therefore  recites  the 
partial  adoption  of  the  Act  of  Charles  II,  and  enacts  that  its  own 
provisions  should  extend  to  such  of  the  Colonies  where  the  statute  of 
Charles  II  was  by  an  Act  of  the  Assembly  made,  or  by  usage  received, 
as  law.  This  recognition  by  Parliament  of  the  force  and  effect  of  local 
usage  in  determining  the  application  of  any  particular  statute  to  the 
colonies  is  too  strong  to  be  overthrown ;  it  was  used  advisedly,  and 
upon  an  occasion  when  the  applicability  of  a  statute  was  the  subject  of 
enactment ;  it  amounts  therefore  to  a  parliamentary  declaration  of  the 
law,  and  it  is  in  perfect  accordance  with  the  opinion,  and  almost 
expressed  in  the  language,  used  by  the  Crown  lawyers  in  1757,  which  I 
have  already  referred  to.  There  is  a  wide  difference  between  the  usage 
here  mentioned  and  the  particular  customs  which  have  been  alluded  to 
by  my  brother  Burton,  and  which  require,  in  order  to  entitle  them  to 
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legal  force,  that  they  should  have  existed  beyond  the  time  of  legal        1838. 
memory.     Such  customs  are  in  their  nature  partial  usages,  confirmed  Macdonald 
to  particular  places,  as  distinct  from  the  country  at  large,  and  are  a       ^- 
departure  from  the  general  law  ;  they  require  therefore  to  be  proved 
before  they  can  be  admitted,  and  are  never  extended  beyond  their  local 
limits,  or  precise  practice.    The  usage  I  contend  for  is  not  a  custom  of 
any  particular  place — it  is  the  non-user  of  an  English  statute,  by  the 
whole  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  Colony,  since  its  settlement — of  a  statute 
confined  in  practice  to  the  limits  of  England,  and  not  observed  in  any 
other  part  of  the  British  Empire. 

Upon  every  view  of  the  case,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
statute  of  Anne  forms  no  part  of  the  received  law  of  this  Colony  ;  that 
it  is  wholly  inapplicable  to  its  condition,  and  is  therefore  not  in  force. 
In  coming  to  this  conclusion,  it  is  satisfactory  to  me  to  find  that  the 
principles  of  law  are  not  at  variance  with  the  rules  of  equity,  or  opposed 
to  the  interests  of  the  colony.  The  adoption  of  the  opposite  conclusion, 
bad  it  unfortunately  been  the  opinion,  must  have  led  to  the  most 
embarrassing  results — results  which  it  would  be,  perhaps,  impossible  to 
calculate  in  the  extent  of  confusion  and  ruin  that  might  have  ensued. 
What  would  be  the  probable  consequence  of  this  Court,  holding  that 
all  contracts  for  receiving  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  5  per  cent. 
were  usurious,  and  therefore  void?  The  Banks  must  immediately 
close — confidence  would  be  at  an  end — the  dishonest  debtor  would 
arail  himself  of  the  decision  of  this  Court  to  avoid  payment  of  his  just 
demands.  It  is  true  the  Legislature  is  at  hand  to  remedy  the  mischief ; 
but  before  I  could  consent  to  make  this  Court  the  medium  of  so 
devastating  a  decision,  as  to  call  upon  the  Legislature  to  apply  retro- 
spective and  wholesale  remedy,  I  must  first  satisfy  myself  that  such  is 
the  stem  and  inveterate  decree  of  the  law ;  that  the  obligation  imposed 
upon  me  by  positive  law  is  too  clear  to  be  misconceived,  and  too  strongs 
to  be  evaded ;  and  that  I  have  no  discretion  but  to  say  ita  lex  scripfa  est. 

Let  me  not,  however,  be  mistaken;  the  laws  of  England  are  our 
birthright  where  they  apply  to  our  condition,  and  can  be  administered 
to  us  with  advantage ;  but  where  they  are  inapplicable  they  are  not  in 
force,  and  where  they  are  silent  then  there  is  no  law,  unless  established 
by  the  general  consent  and  usage  of  the  Colony  at  large  or  the  local 
Legislature,  both  being  alike  subordinate  to  the  great  and  sovereign 
principle  that  our  local  laws  and  usages  must  be  reasonable  in  them- 
selves and  not  repugnant  to  the  general  laws  of  the  parent  country. 

Upon  the  second  question,  which  arises  out  of  the  first,  yiz. — whether, 
assuming  that  the  usury  laws  do  not  apply  to  this  Colony,  the  Court 
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1833.  will  enforce  any  rate  of  interest  whatever  that  may  be  agreed  upon 
Macdonald  between  the  parties — it  is  not  necessary  in  this  case  that  we  should 
decide  that  point  solemnly ;  but,  as  at  present  advised,  I  see  no  reason 
why  judges  and  juries  should  not  continue  to  apply  the  same  consider- 
ations to  all  cases  of  this  kind  as  they  have  done  heretofore,  and  to  give 
such  interest,  by  way  of  damages,  as  they  think  reasonable,  and  according 
to  the  usage  of  the  place — a  usage  which  is  presumed  to  be  in  the 
knowledge  of  all  the  parties,  and  to  enter  into  and  form  an  implied 
portion  of  all  their  contracts. 

For  this  course  of  proceeding  it  would  not  be  diflBcult  to  find  ancient 
precedents,  if  it  were  necessary  to  justify  it  by  authority.  But  I 
apprehend  that  we  are  not  bound  to  give  any  solemn  opinion  upon  the 
abstract  question,  whether  there  is  any  legal  limit  to  the  rate  of  interest 
which  may  be  recovered,  besides  the  convention  of  the  parties,  and  I 
see  no  sufficient  reason  to  disturb  the  practice  which  has  hitherto*  pre- 
vailed at  nisi  prius.  Should  such  a  question  be  raised  of  sufficient 
magnitude  to  require  a  complete  and  final  adjustment,  I  apprehend  that 
the  Legislature  alone  possesses  the  power  of  fixing  the  rate  at  which 
interest  in  all  cases  may  be  demanded,  and  enforcing  it  by  penal  con- 
sequences. 

In  conclusion  I  must  repeat  my  regret  at  being  compelled  to  difPer 
from  my  brother  Burton,  for  whose  opinion  in  this  case  I  entertain  so 
high  a  respect  that  to  dissent  from  his  judgment  is  to  raise  a  doubt  of 
the  correctness  of  my  own.  I  fully  appreciate  the  value  of  the 
researches  he  has  made,  and  the  alarming  facts  he  has  brought  to  light. 
He  has  I  think  established  a  sufficient  case  to  call  for  the  interference 
of  Legislature. 

(1)  DowLiKG,  J.  I  entirely  agree  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  the 
Chief  Justice ;  and,  after  the  elaborate  view  which  His  Honor  has 
taken  of  the  subject,  T  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  go  very  minutely 
into  the  grounds  of  my  concurrence.  The  substantial  question 
involved  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  English  statutes  of  usury  can  now 
be  enforced  in  the  Colony,  by  operation  of  the  24th  section  of  the 
New  South  "Wales  Act,  9  Oeo,  IV cap,  83,  which  enacts,  "That all  laws 
and  statutes  in  force  within  the  realm  of  England,  at  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  this  Act,  shall  be  applied  in  the  administration  of  justice 
in  the  Courts  of  New  South  Wales,  so  far  as  the  same  can  be  applied 
within  the  said  Colony." 

(1)  Verified  from  his  Honor's  notes,  vol.  83,  p.  1,  but  evidently  much  fuller  than 

originally  entered  therein. 
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Tbis  is  the  first  time,  I  believe,  that  the  question  of  the  applica-  1833. 
bilitj  of  the  English  usury  laws  to  this  Colony  has  been  formally  Macdonali* 
raised,  since  its  foundation.  I  have  made  diligent  inquiry  to  ascertain  ^  ^\  , 
whether  it  has  ever  been  a  subject  of  discussion,  and  it  seems  to  have 
been  taken  for  granted,  by  the  local  Government,  by  the  authorities, 
and  by  the  inhabitants,  that  those  laws,  though  parts  of  the  statute 
law  of  England  do  not  extend  to  this  Colony,  notwithstanding  it  had 
been  originally  settled  by  Englishmen.  By  a  Government  order, 
issued  on  the  14th  July,  1804  (now  nearly  thirty  years  since),  after 
reciting  that  enormous  interest  had  theretofore  enacted,  the  rate  of 
interest  was  limited  to  8  per  cent.,  under  pain  of  subjecting  the  parties 
taking  a  larger  rate,  to  the  penalties  of  the  statute  13  Anne.  This,  as 
far  as  it  goes,  though  not  a  legislative  declaration  upon  the  subject, 
shows,  as  matter  of  practice,  that  the  local  Government,  as  it  then 
existed,  did  not  recognise  but  disclaimed  these  laws  as  applicable  to  the 
Colony.  From  that  time  until  the  present,  the  rate  of  interest  has 
fluctuated,  and  has  generally  been  matter  of  contract,  between  the 
parties,  but  almost  always  exceeding  5  per  cent.  Since  the  statute 
4  Geo.  IF,  cap.  96,  New  South  "Wales  has  had  a  local  Legislature  of 
its  own,  and  the  only  instance  in  which  the  Legislature  has  legislated 
upon  the  subject  of  interest,  has  been  by  the  late  ordinance  for 
establishing  a  savings  bank,  by  which  the  trustees  are  empowered 
to  lend  money  at  interest,  not  less  than  8  per  cent.  As  far  as  the 
sense  of  the  local  Legislature  can  be  collected  upon  such  a  subject,  by 
a  solitary  enactment,  this  goes  to  show  that  they  did  not  consider  the 
English  usury  laws  applicable  to  the  Colony.  In  1828,  when  I  became 
a  judge  in  this  Colony,  I  found  that  8  per  cent,  was  regarded  by  my 
brother  judges,  by  the  professors  of  the  law,  by  the  whole  mercantile 
body,  and  indeed  by  universal  assent,  as  the  just  and  reasonable  rate 
of  interest  payable  for  money  lent  on  securities.  I  certainly  do  not 
know  of  any  other  foundation  for  this  rate  of  interest,  than  the 
common  assent  of  the  whole  community,  that  such  was  the  fair  value 
of  the  use  of  money  in  the  Colony ;  and  I  take  it  that  the  common 
assent  of  those  who  are  to  be  a&cted  by  a  practice  or  usage,  though 
opposed  to  the  express  terms  of  an  English  Act  of  Parliament  relating 
to  the  local  police  of  the  mother  country,  must  be  regarded  of  some 
validity  with  ns,  in  determining  the  present  question.  Until  the 
present  occasion  this  rate  of  interest  has  been  allowed  by  the  judges, 
assessors  and  juries,  as  the  just  rate  of  interest.  On  some  occasions 
lately,  parties  have  even  gone  the  length  of  demanding  10  per  cent. 
an  the  ground  that  this  was  the  common  rate  of  interest  received  by 
bankers  and  merchants  on  discount  transactions ;   but  I  believe  the 
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^  Court  has  in  no  instance  allowed  more  than  8  per  cent,  to  be  taken, 

Macdonald  unless  there  was  an  express  contract  to  the  contrary.    Although  it 
Le^,       has  thus  been  considered  that  the  usury  laws  of  England  do  not  apply 
Dcndinn  J.    ^  ^^''^  Colony,  yet  the  Court  has  never  yet  held  that  the  spirit  of 
those  laws  is  not  in  full  operation,  in  the  administration  of  its  equit- 
able jurisdiction.     Where  fraud,  collusion,  or  circumyention,  has  been 
used  in  taking  advantage  of  a  needy  borrower,  the  Court  has  invariably 
afforded  relief  against  usury,  in  the  odious  sense  in  which  that  offence 
is  treated  in  the  statutes  of  usury.     However  tacitly  the  usury  laws 
of  England  may  have  hitherto  been  disregarded,  I  think  my  learned 
brother  Burton,  who  has  conscientious  doubts  upon  the  subject  of 
letting  a  matter  of  so  much  importance  rest  upon  so  very  precarious 
and  uncertain  a  footing  as  non-user^  or  rather  disregard  of  the  statutes 
of  England,  is  by  no  means  to  be  discommended  for  suggesting  the 
necessity  of  having  this  matter  duly  considered.    This  is  certainly  not 
the  time  nor  the  place  to  enter  into  any  consideration  of  the  policy  of 
those  statutes;   but  I  may  be  permitted  to  observe,  as  matter  of 
history,  that  very  able  and  enlightened  men  in  the  mother  country 
have  questioned  their  policy,  as  they  regard  the  commercial  enterprise 
of  Great  Britain.     The  simple  question  for  our  determination  is, 
whether  they  can  now,  for  the  first  time,  be  put  into  operation,  without 
the  help  of  the  local  Legislature  P    There  is  no  doubt  that  the  words 
of  the  New  South  "Wales  Act,  9  Oeo,  IV,  e,  83,  «.  24,  are  very 
strong.    The  laws  of  England,  in  force  at  the  date  of  that  Act,  "  shall 
be  applied  in  the  administration  of  justice,  so  far  as  the  same  can  be 
applied  within  the  Colony."     I,  however,  agree  with  the  Chief  Justice 
in  his  exposition  of  this  section.     I  do  not  regard  it  as  a  positive 
mandatory  obligation,  that  all  the  laws  of  England  shall  be  applied  in 
the  Colony,  because  by  posstbilify  they  may  be  enforced.    If  we  were 
to  read  the  Act  of  Parliament  so  we  might  be  compelled  to  impart  and 
act  upon  laws,  wholly  inapplicable  to  the  state  of  society  in  this  infant 
settlement,  although  we  were  possessed  of  the  machinery  proper  for 
carrying  them  into  operation.     It  would  be  no  difficult  matter  to  recite 
numerous  Acts  of  Parliament  passed  before  the  9  Geo,  IF,  c,  £3, 
which  could  by  possibility  be  put  in  force  in  this  Colony,  though 
highly  detrimental,  and  wholly  unsuited  to  the  wants  and  condition  of 
the  commuuity.    As  a  general  proposition,  therefore,  it  is  not  quite 
correct,  that  because  an  English  statute  can  be  applied  to  the  Colony, 
it  must  be  applied.     Who  is  to  determine  the  applicability  of  the  law  ? 
Parliament  has  made  provision  for  this,  by  enacting  in  the  same  section 
that,  '^  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Supreme  Court  as  often  as  any  doubts 
shall  arise  upon  the  trial  of  any  information  or  action,  or  upon  any 
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other  proceeding    before  them,  to  adjudge    and  decide  as  to  the        1833. 
application  of  any  such  laws  or  statutes  in  the  said  Colony."     By  Macdonald 
what  test  are  the  Judges  to  perform  this  duty  ?    Surely  by  their  local  ''• 

and  Judicial  knowledge  of  the  actual  state  of  the  country  in  which 
they  are  called  upon  to  administer  justice,  I  admit  that  in  this  the 
Judges  have  a  very  wide  discretion  vested  in  them  ;  but  this  like  all 
other  discretionary  functions,  is  to  be  exercised,  not  wildly,  and 
without  rule,  but  upon  a  sound  and  deliberate  consideration  of  the 
whole  subject,  with  reference  to  tbe  actual  state  of  the  Colony.  I 
certainly  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  usury  laws,  are  such  as 
cannot  be  applied  in  the  administration  of  justice  in  this  Colony.  I 
know  of  no  legal  obstacle  or  want  of  machinery  in  the  way  of  their 
administratioQ.  As  a  matter  of  fact  they  have  never  yet  been 
administered  in,  or  been  deemed  applicable  to  the  Colony.  Their  non- 
applicability,  rests  upon  one  unbroken  course  of  desuetude  since  1787, 
when  the  first  English  fleet  arrived.  The  learning  upon  the  subject 
of  usages  and  customs,  applies  only  where  there  are  not  written  laws 
to  guide  a  court  of  justice.  If  the  actual  rate  of  interest  payable  in 
this  Colony,  were  to  depend  upon  usage  and  custom,  it  is  clear  that  it 
could  not  stand,  because  the  rate  has  been  perpetually  varying 
according  to  the  actual  value  of  money,  from  the  fluctuations  of  the 
market  and  local  circumstances.  I  rely,  not  upon  the  usage  as  to  the 
rate  of  interest,  to  show  the  inapplicability  of  these  laws,  but  upon 
the  universal  assent  to  their  inapplicability,  manifested  by  acts  and 
declarations  of  the  local  Government ;  testified  by  decisions  of  the 
courts  of  justice,  silently  allowed  by  the  local  Legislature  since  the 
Colony  has  had  a  Legislative  Council  (except  in  the  confirmatory 
instance  of  the  Saving's  Bank  Act),  and  practically  acknowledged  by 
tbe  mercantile  and  agricultural  interests  of  the  community.  Are  these 
considerations  to  be  disregarded  in  determining  the  present  question? 
The  point,  therefore,  for  us  now  to  adjudge  (as  in  duty  bound  by  law) 
is,  whether  after  the  lapse  of  forty-five  years  (i.e.  from  the  formation  of 
the  Colony)  during  which  thousands  upon  thousands  of  pounds  have 
been  invested  upon  securities,  bearing  more  than  5  per  cent,  interest, 
and  when  at  this  moment  all  pecuniary  binding  transactions  in  this 
Colony  are  not  regulated  by  the  usury  laws,  but  by  the  supposed  fair, 
marketable  value  of  money — we  can  hold  that  those  laws  must  be 
applied.  It  appears  to  me,  that  in  the  due  exercise  of  the  powers 
delegated  to  the  Judges  of  this  Court,  we  cannot,  with  reference  to  the 
past  and  present  condition  of  the  Colony  upon  this  subject,  hold  the 
usury  laws  to  be  applicable.  To  do  so  would  be  productive  of  great 
individual  hardship  and  injustice,  for  if  the  usury  laws  have  been 
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1833.        always  applicable  to  this  Colony,  every  money  transaction  in  wbich 


Macdonald  more  than  5  per  cent,  has  been  stipulated  for  forbearance,  must  be 
T  '':  set  aside,  and  the  usurers  subjected  to  the  most  grievous  penalties,  the 

public  credit  of  the  Colony  must  be  shaken  to  its  foundation,  and  the 
most  irreparable  injury  produced.  If  this  determination  shall  have 
the  effect  of  calling  the  attention  of  the  local  Legislature  to  the 
subject,  and  of  suggesting  to  them  the  expediency  of  exercising  the 
powers  vested  in  them  by  the  New  South  Wales  Act,  "  to  declare 
whether  these  laws  shall  be  deemed  to  extend  to  the  Colony,  and  to  be 
of  force  herein,  or  to  make  and  establish  such  limitations  and  modifica^ 
tions  of  those  laws  as  may  bo  deemed  expedient  in  that  behalf,"  the 
Court  will  have  done  all  that  can  be  required  of  it  by  the  pro'\nfiions 
of  the  -Act  of  Parliament.  On  the  whole  of  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  plain tifE  is  entitled  to  calculate  interest,  on  the  promissory 
note  in  question,  at  and  after  the  rate  which  assessors  and  jurors  have 
been  in  the  habit  hitherto  of  allowing  in  this  Court  in  like  cases — 
namely,  8  per  cent. 
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THE  KING  V.  STEEL.  (1) 

Information  of  ifUrusion — Plea  of  **  not  guilty  '* — SI  Jac,  I,  cap,  14 — Crown  grants — 

Adverse  possession — Prerogative  of  the  Grovm, 

In  aD  information  of  intrusion,  where  the  defendant  pleads  the  general  issue  by 
Statute,  he  must,  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  Statute,  prove  that  the  King  has 
been  out  of  possession  for  twenty  years. 

The  King  is  the  possessor  of  all  the  unappropriated  lands  of  the  Colony. 
Possession  of  land  claimed  by  the  Crown  may  be  recovered  by  it,  by  information 
t)n  the  record,  although  the  possession  of  the  defendant  be  adverse. 

Crown  lands  can  only  be  alienated  by  means  of  a  record — that  is,  by  a  grant,  by 
letters  patent,  duly  passed  under  the  Great  Seal  of  the  Colony,  according  to  law, 
and  in  conformity  with  His  Majesty's  instructions  to  the  Governor. 

Tbial  at  Bab,  before  Fobbes,  C.J.,  DowLiwa  and  Bubton,  J  J.,  and 
a  special  jury.  (3) 

This  was  an  action  (2)  brought  by  the  Crown  to  recover  possession 
of  a  piece  of  land,  situated  in  Macquarie-street,  in  the  city  of  Sydney. 
Defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue.  The  Solicitor-General,  who 
opened  the  pleadings,  called  on  the  defendant  to  show  a  possession  of 
twenty  years,  under  the  Statute  allowing  the  general  issue  to  be 
pleaded. 

Wentwarth  for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove  his 
title,  and  the  Statute  of  James  I,  cap.  14,  does  not  require  the  defendant 
to  prove  a  negative,  viz.,  that  the  King  has  been  out  of  possession 
twenty  years.    The  King  v.  West, 

The  Attorney 'General  and  Solicitor- General  for  the  Crown.  Before 
the  Statute  of  James  was  passed,  the  King  by  his  prerogative  might 
force  the  defendant,  in  information  of  intrusion,  to  plead  specially, 
and  if  only  "  not  guilty "  be  pleaded,  the  defendant  would  lose  his 
possession,  because  the  King's  title  appears  on  record,  Sotoarffs 
Hxehequer  254,  Dyer  238.  How  far  the  statute  makes  an  alteration 
appears  in  the  preamble,  reciting  "  that  His  Majesty  was  willing  to 
forego  a  part  of  his  ancient  prerogative,  when  the  King,  or  those  under 
whom  he  claims,  have  been  out  of  possession  for  the  space  of  twenty 
years ;  in  such  cases  the  general  issue  may  be  pleaded,  and  defendant 
retain  possession  until  the  King's  title  be  tried  and  found." 


1834. 

Oct.  24. 

Forbes  C.J. 
DowUng  J. 

and 
Burton  J. 


(1)  The  Sydney  Herald^  Oct.  30,  1834.        (2)  Information  of  intrusion. 

(3)  Copies  of  the  information  are  contained  in  the  Note-book  of  His  Honor,  Mr. 

Justice  Dowling,  vol.  104,  pp.  31  and  76. 
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1834.        The  condition  then  is,  that  the  King  has  been  out  of  possession  twentj 

The  Kino    jc^rs,  otherwise  there  is  no  change  made  in  the  common  law.    The 

^'  fact  must  be  proved  though  it  involves  a  negative,  since  the  law 

presumes  the  affirmative,  viz.,  that  the  King  ifl  the  rightful  owner. 

Gilbert  Evidence,  148.      The  case  of  Lord  Halifax,  Peake  5,  ease  cited 

hy  Lord  Ellenhorough,  3  East,  199. 

The  Chief  Justice  said  that  the  Crown  had  the  prerogative  right, 
on  an  information  of  intrusion,  of  putting  the  defendant  upon  showing 
his  title  specially,  and  that  he  could  not  rely  merely  upon  his  posses- 
sion.     In  this  consisted  the  difference  between  the  Crown  and  the 
subject.     The  King,  as  the  universal  occupant,  was  presumed  to  be  in 
possession  until  the  contrary  appeared ;  whereas,  in  case  of  the  subject, 
the  fact  of  possession  was  a  sufficient  title  for  the  defendant  until  s 
better  was  shown.     This  prerogative  of  the  Crown  had  been  restricted. 
to  a  certain  extent,  by  the  Statute  of  James  I,  by  which  it  was  enacted 
that  when  the  King  should  have  been  out  of  possession,  or  should  not 
have  taken  the  rents  and  profits  of  any  lands  or  hereditaments,  within 
the  space  of  twenty  years,  before  any  information  of  intrusion  brought 
to  recover  the  same,  in  every  such  case  the  defendant  might  plead  the 
general  issue,  instead  of  pleading  specially,  if  he  should  think  fit,  and 
that  in  such  cases  the  defendant  should  retain  the  possession  he  had 
at  the  time  of  the  information  exhibited,  until  the  title  should  be  frieiy 
found,  or  adjudged  for  the  King.     In  the  interpretation  of  this  statute 
the  same  rule  must  prevail  as  in  other  cases,  and  being  in  restriction 
of  the  King's  prerogatives,  it  was  not  to  be  extended  by  construction 
beyond  the  express  limits.     The  statute  professed  its  intention  *^  to 
remit  a  part "  of  the  royal  prerogative  in  certain  cases  only,  namelv, 
where  the  Crown  had  been  out  of  possession  for  twenty  years.     The 
defendant,  to  entitle  himself  to  the  benefit  of  this  remission,  must 
prove  that  he  came  within  the  terms  of  the  statute  ;  that  the  proposi- 
tion itself  was  affirmative,  although  the  proof  might  be  in  the  negative. 
The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty  to  the  information,  and  upon  this 
plea  he  must  be  evicted  at  common  law,  unless  he  could  prove  that  the 
King  had  been  out  of  possession  for  twenty  years.    The  onusprobani^ 
therefore  lay  on  the  defendant. 

Went  worth   (having  called   evidence  to  show  possession    by  the 

■ 

defendant  for  more  than  twenty  years).  This  is  proof  of  twenty 
years*  adverse  possession,  which  would  bar  ejectment.  It  is  laid  down 
by  divers  authorities  that  when  a  subject  is  barred  of  entry,  the  King 
can  only  take  by  inquisition  or  office  found,  Stamfori's  Preroyatite, 
Bacon^s  Abridyment. 
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Wentworih,  addressing  the  Court  and  Jury,  contended  that  the  Thb^Kim* 
original  lease  (under  which  the  defendant's  predecessors  had  entered  Stbhl. 
into  possession)  was  at  an  end  after  the  expiration  of  the  firet  fiye 
years,  and  as  there  was  no  renewal  of  that  lease,  there  was  an  adverse 
possession.  There  was  a  deforcement^  and  this  was  not  the  proper  way 
to  try  the  question.  He  cited  Bacon's  Abridgment^  and  3  Blacksfone*8 
Commentaries,  The  doctrine  of  prerogative  rights  did  not  apply  to  this 
Colony. 

The  Solicitor' General  quoted  Adams  on  Ejectment^  to  show  that  when 
the  possessor  once  acknowledged  the  title  of  the  claimant,  there  could 
be  no  adverse  possession. 

Before  putting  the  case  to  the  Jury,  the  Ghief  Justice  shortly 
consulted  with  the  two  other  Judges,  and  then  summed  up  the  case  to 
the  following  effect. 

''  Before  I  put  the  case  to  the  Jury,  I  will  state  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  upon  the  point  of  law  made  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
defendant,  and  addressed  to  us  as  a  ground  for  directing  the  Jury  to 
find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  inasmuch  as  the  King  caunot  be  non- 
suited. The  text  law  which  has  been  cited  from  the  Crown,  is  laid 
down  in  Staufdon^s  Prerogative^  in  the  following  manner : — "  With 
respect  to  the  necessity  of  having  an  office,  the  rule  is,  that  in  all  cases 
where  a  common  person  cannot  have  possession,  neither  in  deed  nor  in 
law,  without  an  entry,  the  King  cannot  have  it  without  an  office,  or 
other  record."  Assuming  this  to  be,  as  it  is  contended,  a  case  in  which 
the  subject  would  be  driven  to  his  entry,  to  entitle  himself  to  possessions, 
still  the  rule,  as  it  is  laid  down  with  respect  to  the  King,  is  satisfied  by 
the  present  proceeding.  This  is  an  information  to  entitle  the  King  to 
possession  of  land  to  which  he  lays  claim — the  information  before  the 
Court,  is  presented  ex  officio  by  the  Attorney-General,  and  is  of  record. 
It  is  expressly  laid  down  in  Lord  Coke's  fourth  Institute,  page  116, 
as  the  reason  why,  upon  not  guilty  pleaded,  the  defendant  would  be 
immediately  eyicted,  that  the  King^s  title  appears  upon  the  information, 
and  no  title  appears  upon  record  for  the  defendant.  But,  bringing 
the  case  to  the  text  of  a  right  of  entry  in  the  subject,  there  is  nothing 
in  the  facts  in  proof  before  the  Court,  which  would  take  away  the 
subject's  right  of  entry  at  common  law — suppose  ejectment  brought  by 
Mr.  Palmer,  standing  in  the  place  of  the  King,  what  would  prevent 
his  recorexing,  except  the  Statute  of  Limitation  (21  Jac.  I,  cap.  10) 
which  takes  away  the  right  of  entry,  after  twenty  years  adverse 
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1834.        possession  ?    That  Statute  does  not  applj  to  the  Crown.    I  mention 


Forbes  C.J. 


The  King  the  Statute  to  show  that,  at  common  law,  th^  right  of  entrj  would 
SiBBL  ^*^®  subsisted  in  a  private  party ;  and  it  is  by  the  criterion  of  this 
right,  as  it  stood  at  common  law  before  the  passing  of  the  Statute,  that 
the  rule,  as  laid  down  by  Staunton,  is  to  be  interpreted.  It  is,  howerer, 
not  necessary  to  pursue  this  argument — the  present  is  a  proceeding  by 
information  on  the  record,  to  obtain  possession  of  the  land  claimed  by 
the  Crown  ;  it  is  a  proceeding  by  due  course  of  law,  in  which  the  title 
of  the  King  may  be  disputed  and  disproved  by  the  defendant,  or  tried 
and  adjudged  for  the  King.  There  is  no  peculiar  virtue  in  an  inquest 
of  office ;  upon  the  proofs  now  before  the  Court,  it  must  have  been 
found  for  the  Crown,  and  a  scire  facias  would  have  put  the  defendant 
upon  showing  his  title— such  a  course  of  proceeding  would  it  last  have 
come  to  the  same  point,  as  it  is  at  present  before  the  Court.  Qentlemen 
of  the  Jury,  this  is  an  information,  in  the  nature  of  a  civil  action, 
brought  by  the  Crown  to  recover  the  possession  of  a  piece  of  ground 
situate  within  the  town  of  Sydney.  In  placing  the  case  before  you, 
I  must  briefly  advert  to  the  argument  of  the  learned  counsel,  who  has 
powerfully  appealed  to  you  in  behalf  of  the  defendant.  It  has  been 
well  observed  by  the  Solicitor- General,  that  this  argument  would  have 
been  properly  used  if  we  were  sitting  in  the  Legislature  to  make  laws, 
and  not  in  a  Court  of  Justice  to  administer  them.  G-entlemen,  we  are 
sworn  as  Judges,  to  lay  down  the  law  as  we  find  it,  and  you  are  sworn 
as  Jurors,  to  find  a  verdict  according  to  the  evidence — it  is  not  for  us 
to  assume  the  office  of  legislators — the  Constitution  has  placed  this 
power  in  other  hands  ;  and  if  there  be  any  things  in  the  present  laws 
which  require  alteration,  or  admit  of  amendment,  the  remedy  must  be 
sought  in  the  appointed  Legislature  of  the  Colony,  and  not  in  us,  who 
are  only  the  Ministers  of  the  law,  as  it  is  laid  down  for  our  guidance. 
By  the  Act  of  Parliament,  under  which  we  are  now  assembled,  the  laws 
of  England  are  directed  to  be  applied  in  the  administration  of  justice, 
so  far  as  they  can  be  applied.  By  the  laws  of  England,  the  King,  in 
virtue  of  his  crown,  is  the  possessor  of  all  the  unappropriated  lands  of 
the  Kingdom ;  and  all  his  subjects  are  presumed  to  hold  their  lands,  by 
original  grant  from  the  Crown.  The  same  law  applies  to  this  Colony. 
It  is  a  matter  of  history  that  New  South  Wales  was  taken  possession 
of,  in  the  name  of  the  King  of  Great  Britain,  about  fifty-five  years 
ago.  This  Court  is  bound  to  know  judicially,  that  an  Act  of  Parliament 
passed  in  the  27th  year  of  King  George  the  3rd  (cap.  2),  enabling  His 
Majesty  to  institute  a  Colony  and  civil  government  on  the  east  side 
of  New  South  Wales.  The  right  of  the  soil,  and-  of  all  lands  in  the 
Colony,  became  vested  immediately  upon  its  settlement,  in  His  Majesty, 


8UPREMB  COURT  CASES.  69 

in  right  of  his  crown,  and  as  the  representative  of  the  British  Nation.        1834. 

His  Majesty  by  his  prerogatives  is  enabled  to  dispose  of  the  lands  so    Thk  Kiko" 

vested  in  the  Crown.    It  is  part  of  the  law  of  England,  that  the  pre-  ^' 

rogatives,  can  only  be  exercised  in  a  certain  definite  and  legal  manner.  *' 

His  Majesty  can  only  alienate  Crown  lands  by  means  of  a  record —  ' 

that  is  by  a  grant,  by  letters  patent,  duly  passed  under  the  Great  Seal 

of  the  Colony,  according  to  law,  and  in  conformity  with  His  Majesty^s 

instructions  to  the  Governor.     It  is  also  a  clear  rule  of  the  same  law, 

that  the  right  of  the  Crown  cannot  be  taken  away,  by  an  adverse 

possession,  under  sixty  years.    The  Nullum  Tempus  Act,  as  it  is  called, 

was  expressly  passed  to  limit  the  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  lands 

belonging  to  the  Crown,  to  sixty  years — without  the  statute,  there 

would  have  been  no  limit  of  time -^f or  it  is  a  maxim  of  law,  that  the 

King  cannot  be  disseized  of  his  possessions ;  no  laches  are  imputable 

to  him — nullum  tempu8  occun^it  regi.    Unless  therefore  the  King  has 

been  out  of  possession  of  the  land  now  claimed,  for  full  sisty  years, 

there  is  no  defence  in  point  of  the  mere  times  of  adverse  possession,  to 

this  action.    The  defendant  indeed  claims  under  the  Crown  ;  his  title 

is  derived  from  a  lease  of  Governor  King's  in  the  year  1802.     It  is  not 

necessary  to  go  further  than  this  evidence  of  the   defendant's,  for 

independently  of  the  notoriety  of  the  fact,  that  the  first  settlement  of 

the  Colony  was  within  fifty  years  ago,  the  defendant  having  by  his 

own  showing,  derived  his  title,  and  received  possession  of  the  ground, 

by  lease  from  the  Governor,  as  the  representative  of  the  King,  cannot 

now  be  heard  to  dispute  the  superior  title  of  the  Crown.     He  is 

estopped  in  law  by  his  lease.    The  lease  was  for  five  years,  from  1802, 

with  a  promise  of  a  renewal  at  equal  intervals,  so  as  to  make  twenty-one 

years  altogether.    In  point  of  fact  the  lease  was  not  renewed,  for 

some  reasons  set  forth  in  the  correspondence  in  evidence  before  the 

Court,  but  those  reasons  form  no  part  of  the  present  case.    With  the 

equity  of  the  defendant's  claim  to  compensation,  we  cannot  deal — that 

lies  between  the  defendant  and  the  Executive — the  issue  now  before 

us  is  one  of  simple  fact,  whether  the  defendant  has  made  out  his  claim 

to  possession,  either  by  a  subsisting  grant  from  the  Crown,  or  by  an 

uninterrupted  adverse  possession  of  sixty  years.    There  is  no  proof  of 

either  before  the  Court — there  is  no  plea  or  pretence  of  a  license  to 

occupy  under  the  Crown,  so  as  to  take  away  the  trespass — and  as  the 

defendant  has  proved  that  he  held  under  the  Crown  in  1802,  he  has 

made  out  such  a  case  for  the  Crown,  as  by  his  own  showing,  must  put 

him  out  of  Court. 

DowLiKO  and  Bcbton,  J  J.,  concurred. 

Verdict  for  the  Crown, 
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1836.  ALLAN  i>.  BULL.  (1) 

Fth.  20.  Criminal  information '^LiheU^jiffldavits — Cotit, 


ForhcA  C.J.       Criminal  prosecutions  for  libel  in  this  Colony  proceed  on  the  tame  principles  as 
Vowlinfj  J. 

and 
Burton  J. 


"^^'and^*^'     ^^^"^8^^°^ 


Application  to  make  absolute  a  rule  nisi  for  a  criminal  information 
against  the  defendant  for  libel. 

Foster,  for  the  applicant,  moved  that  the  rule  be  made  absolute. 

The  Solicitor' Oeneral^  for  the  defendant,  showed  cause.  The 
libellous  paragraph  in  the  newspaper  is  not  pointed  out  in  the 
applicant's  affidavit,  Chitty^a  Oriminal  Law^  Vol.  4.  The  rule  served 
upon  the  defendant  called  on  him  to  answer  a  charge  of  libel,  but 
nowhere  in  the  applicant's  affidavit  is  the  publication  referred  to  as 
one  of  libel  upon  himself.  I  understand  that  when  the  rule  was  moved 
for  by  my  learned  friend,  he  charged  three  distinct  offences  against  the 
defendant,  viz.,  an  attempt  to  pervert  the  course  of  justice,  a  libel 
upon  the  applicant,  and  a  libel  upon  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court. 
Which  of  these  was  the  defendant  called  upon  to  answer?  Thej 
cannot  be  embodied  in  one  information,  therefore  the  applicant  must 
elect.  The  defendant  has  not  ventured  to  deny  the  truth  of  the 
publication  in  his  affidavit. 

Foster,  It  is  not  necessary  under  the  New  South  Wales  Act  (2)  to 
make  any  such  affidavit,  unless  it  shall  appear  to  the  Court  that  the 
justice  of  any  particular  case  requires  it. 

The  Solicitor- General.  It  is  the  universal  practice  in  such  cases 
elsewhere,  and  if  in  no  case  that  practice  were  adopted  here,  the  Court 
would  be  bound  to  grant  an  information  upon  the  mere  motion  of  the 
party  applying. 

The  Chief  Justice.  I  apprehend  we  would.  The  principle  upon 
which  criminal  prosecutions  of  this  nature  proceed  here  are  the  same 
as  in  England.  It  is  because  such  publications  are  subversive  of  the 
public  peace ;  and  it  has  been  stated,  over  and  over,  from  this  Bench, 
that,  under  the  New  South  Wales  Act,  the  Judges  feel  themselves 
bound,  whenever  a  corpus  delicti  is  shown — whenever  a  sufficient  prima 
facie  case  is  laid  before  them — to  send  it  to  a  Jury. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Rerald,  Feb.  22, 1836.        (2)  9  Geo.  IV,  cap.  83. 
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The  Solicitor  General    then  read  an  affidayit  by  the  defendant 
jastifjing  the  publication  in  question  and  denying  any  attempt  to       Allan 
pervert  the  course  of  justice.    He  contended  that  this  was  all  his       Bull. 
client  was  called  upon  to  answer. 

Foster^  in  reply. 

BuBTOir,  J.,  said  he  had  a  perfect  recollection,  that  the  application 
to  the  Court  on  Saturday  last,  was  for  a  criminal  information  against 
the  defendant,  for  a  publication  tending  to  prejudice  a  trial  then  at 
issue  in  this  Court,  but  which  was  also  asserted,  in  the  course  of  argu- 
ment, to  be  a  libel  upon  the  applicant  personally,  as  well  as  upon  one 
of  the  Judges.  The  specific  application,  however,  as  he  understood  it, 
was  for  a  criminal  information  against  the  defendant  as  the  publisher 
of  an  article  which  tended  to  interfere  with  the  due  course  of  justice. 
He  thought  that  the  rule  had  gone  too  far,  and  was  of  opinion  that  it 
ought  to  be  set  aside,  and  the  applicant  allowed  to  take  out  another 
more  in  accordance  with  tbe  terms  of  the  affidavit  upon  wbich  he  had 
grounded  bis  motion. 

The  Chief  Jitsttce  and  Dowliitg,  J.,  concurred. 

After  argument  the  rule  teas  discharged  by  the  Court  with  costs. 
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1836.  BEX  V.  JACK  COjSGO  MURRELL.  (1) 


Feb.  19.  Abor^naU — Jurudiction  of  the  Court, 

Forbes  C.  J,       Aboriginals  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Colony  are  subject  to  the  laws  of  the 

Bowling  J,    Colony,  and  there  is  no  difFerence  between  an  offence  committed  by  them  upon  a 

and  white  man  and  an  offence  upon  another  aboriginal. 

Burton «/.  «-  o 

Dekubbeb  to  an  Indictment.    The  prisoner  had  been  charged  witK 
the  murder  of  one  Definger^  another  aboriginal. 

8.  Stephen  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  This  country  ivas  not 
originally  desert,  or  peopled  from  the  mother  country,  having  had  a 
population  far  more  numerous  than  those  that  hare  since  arrived  from 
the  mother  country.  Neither  can  it  be  called  a  conquered  country,  as 
Great  Britain  was  never  at  war  with  the  natives,  nor  a  ceded  country 
either ;  it,  in  fact,  comes  within  neither  of  these,  but  was  a  country 
having  a  population  which  had  manners  and  customs  of  their  own, 
and  we  have  come  to  reside  among  them ;  therefore  in  point  of  strict- 
ness and  analogy  to  our  law,  we  are  bound  to  obey  their  laws,  not 
they  to  obey  ours.  The  reason  why  subjects  of  Great  Britain  are 
bound  by  the  laws  of  their  own  country  is,  that  they  are  protected  by 
them ;  the  natives  are  not  protected  by  those  laws,  they  are  not 
admitted  as  witnesses  in  Courts  of  Justice,  they  cannot  claim  any  civil 
rights,  they  cannot  obtain  recovery  of,  or  compensation  for,  those 
lands  which  have  been  torn  from  them,  and  which  they  have  probably 
held  for  centuries.  They  are  not  therefore  bound  by  laws  which 
afEord  them  no  protection. 

The  Attorney  General,  contra.  The  laws  of  Great  Britain  do  not 
recognise  any  independent  power  to  exist  in  a  British  territory.  GThis 
country  is  held  by  occupation,  not  by  conquest  or  cession.  The  law 
is  bound  to  protect  every  person  who  comes  to  this  Colony,  and  to  it 
he  is  amenable. 

Stephen  in  reply. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

April  11.  The  Chief  Justice  said  that  a  demurrer  had  been  filed,  denying  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  which  must  be  overruled,  as  the  Court  had 
jurisdiction  in  the  case.     On  a  former  occasion  of  this  kind,  His 

(1)  The  Sjfdney  Qaxette,  Feb.  23,  April  12,  1836. 
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1836. 


Majesty's  Attorney-General  had  put  it  to  the  Court  whether  he  should  _ 
bring  such  a  case  before  the  Court,  and  whether  it  was  the  descrip-         Rex 


?'. 


tion  of  crime  which  would  be  recognised  by  the  laws  of  England  ;  the  murrell. 
Judges  had  then  stated  that  it  was  for  him  to  use  his  sound  discretion  ^^^^^  q  j 
in  the  case,  but  on  that  occasion  no  discussion  took  place  as  to  the 
authority  of  the  Court — no  opinion  was  given  as  to  their  jurisdiction. 
The  reasons  for  this  decision  had  been  drawn  up  by  His  Uonor,  Mr. 
Justice  Burton,  with  the  concurrence  of  himself  and  His  Honor  Mr. 
Justice  Dowling, 

Burton,  J.,  said — 1st.  That  although  it  might  be  granted  that  on 
the  first  taking  possession  of  the  Colony,  the  aborigines  were  entitled 
to  be  recognised  as  free  and  independent,  yet  they  were  not  in  such  a 
position  with  regard  to  strength  as  to  be  considered  free  and  independent 
tribes.     They  had  no  soyereignty. 

2nd.  The  Government  proclamation  laid  down  the  boundary  of  the 
Colony,  within  which  the  offence  of  which  prisoner  was  charged  had 
been  committed  ;  the  boundaries  were  Cape  York  in  10°  37'  South, 
Wilson's  Promontory  in  39°  12'  South,  including  all  the  land  to  the 
eastward  and  the  islands  adjacent. 

3rd.  The  British  Government  had  entered  and  exercised  rights  over 
this  country  for  a  long  period. — 9  Geo.  4  c.  83. 

4th.  Offences  committed  in  the  Colony  against  a  party  were  liable  to 
punishment  as  a  protection  to  the  civil  rights  of  that  party.  If  a 
similar  offence  had  been  committed  at  home,  he  would  have  been  liable 
to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench. 

5th.  If  the  offence  had  been  committed  on  a  white,  he  would  be 
answerable,  wa«  acknowledged  on  all  hands,  but  the  Court  could  see  no 
distinction  between  that  case  and  where  the  offence  had  been  com- 
mitted upon  one  of  his  own  tribe.  Serious  causes  might  arise  if  these 
people  were  allowed  to  murder  one  another  "w^th  impunity,  our  laws 
would  be  no  sanctuary  to  them.  For  these  reasons  the  Court  had 
jurisdiction  in  the  case. 

Demurrer  allowed. 


74. 
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1836. 

Feb.  19. 

Forbes  C.J. 
Dowling  J. 

and 
Burton  J. 


EEGINA  V.  ItfALONEY.  (1) 

Er^glish  Marriage  Act,  4  Oeo»  IV,  c.  76—9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83— J?i^my— 5  WUl,  7T, 

JTo.  2. 

The  EogliBh  Marriage  Act,  4  Geo.  IV,  c.  76,  is  not  in  force  in  this  Colony, — 
1st,  because  it  is,  by  express  terms,  limited  in  its  operation  to  England  alone  ; 
2nd,  because  the  Act  cannot  be  applied  to  this  Colony ;  and  drd,  because  the 
local  Legislature  has  made  other  and  difierent  proTisions  for  solemnisiiig  marriages 
within  the  Colony. 

Sec  24  of  the  New  South  Wales  Aet^  9  Geo.  IV,  cap.  83,  is  but  declaratory  of 
the  previous  law. 

The  local  Act,  5  WilL  IV,  No.  2,  is  inccmsistent  with  the  application  of  the 
English  Marriage  Act  {per  Sir  Francis  Forbes,  C.J.,  and  Dowling,  J.  Burton,  J., 
dissentienie). 

M(ynos  IK  AjtBEST  op  Judgment. 

The  prisoner,  John  Moloney,  was  convicted  of  bigamy.  From  the 
evidence  it  appeared  that  on  December  19,  1829,  the  prisoner  bad 
married  one  Mary  Fhely,  according  to  the  forms  of  the  Cburcb  of 
Borne,  and  at  the  customary  place,  viz.,  the  priest^s  house,  that  he  had 
lived  with  her  as  his  wife,  and  had  several  children  bj  her.  On 
September  4,  1835,  he  married  another  woman  by  license  at  Liverpool, 
according  to  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  Church  of  England.  Both 
facts  were  found  by  the  jury. 

Stephen  {Foster  with  him),  for  the  prisoner.  There  is  no  evidence 
that  the  first  was  a  legal  marriage.  By  4  Geo.  lY,  cap.  70,  sec.  22,  it 
was  enacted  that  no  marriage  should  be  solemnised  in  any  place  except 
a  church,  chapel,  or  licensed  place,  where  banns  could  be  published, 
except  by  special  license ;  and  the  ceremony  must  be  performed  by  a 
person  in  Holy  Orders,  otherwise  the  marriage  would  be  null  and  void. 
The  proof  in  this  case  was  that  the  alleged  marriage  took  place  in  the 
house  of  Mr.  Power,  in  Cumberland-street,  at  night,  without  banns  or 
license.  This  Act  is  in  force  here  by  sec.  24  of  the  New  South  Wales 
Act. 

Foster,  on  the  same  side.  The  local  ordinance,  6  Will.  IV.  No.  2, 
only  removes  any  difficulties  that  might  arise  in  application  of  the 
Marriage  Act.  If  the  Marriage  Act  does  not  apply  here,  there  is  no 
act  in  force,  for  all  the  others  have  been  repealed. 

(I)  The  Sydney  Gazette,  Feb.  23,  Apl.  12,  1836;  the  Sydney  Herald,  Apl.  18 
1836 ;  and  the  Australian,  Apl.  19, 1836.     Cited  in  B.  v.  Boberts,  1850  {post). 
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The  SoliciidT'  Oeneral,  m  support  of  the  conviction.    The  Now  South  ^^^- 

Wales  Act  contemplated  a  distinction  between  this  Colony  and  Eng-  Reotna 

land,  and  by  the  local  Act  Catholic  Priests  were  also  contemplated  as  Maloxet. 
well  as  the  Presbyterians,  who  were  particnlarly  mentioned. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


On  April  11th,  the  following  judgments  were  delivered : — (1)  April  11, 

The  Chief  Justice:  The  prisoner,  John  Mahney^  was  tried  £or 
bigamy  at  the  late  Criminal  Sessions  of  the  Supreme  Court.  It 
appeared  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  that  on  the  19th  Deeember,  1829, 
the  prisoner  was  married  to  Alary  HaUf^  by  a  Soman  Catholic  minister, 
according  to  the  ritual  of  the  Church  of  Some,  at  the  private  residence 
of  the  minister,  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses — ^it  further  appeared 
diat  the  parties  lived  together  for  some  time,  as  man  and  wife,  and  had 
a  family  of  children — ^that  on  the  4th  September,  1835,  the  prisoner 
was  married  a  second  time  to  one  Mary  Oarmody^  according  to  the 
ceremonies  of  the  Church  of  England,  in  the  Protestant  Chapel  at 
Liverpool — ^his  former  wife  being  still  alive,  and  residing  in  the  Colony. 
Upon  these  facts  the  prisoner  was  convicted  of  bigamy,  hot  a  point  of 
law  was  raised  at  the  trial,  and  reserved  by  the  Judge,  whether  the 
ceremonial  of  the  first  marriage  having  been  performed  without  the 
publication  of  banns,  in  the  private  dwelling  of  the  Priest,  and  not  in 
a  place  of  public  worship,  could  be  held  to  constitute  such  a  valid 
marriage  in  law,  as  would  support  a  prosecution  for  bigamy,  under 
tiie  statute  which  makes  the  o:ffenoe  felony.  This  point  has  been  fully 
argued  by  Counsel,  and  the  whole  turns  upon  the  question,  whether 
the  marriage  of  the  prisoner  in  1829,  asBiiming  it  to  have  been  in  all 
other  respects  legally  and  duly  solemnised,  is  void  by  reason  of  the 
provisions  of  the  English  Marriage  Act  not  having  been  complied  with 
— or  in  other  words,  whether  the  Act  of  Parliament  which  regulates 
the  solemnization  of  marriages  in  England,  is  in  force  in  this  Colony. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Marriage  Act  is  not  in  fmrce,  and  the  reasons 
upon  which  my  opinion  is  founded,  are  the  following : — First,  because 
the  Act  of  Parliament  is,  by  express  terms,  limited  in  its  operation  to 
England  alone ;  secondly,  because  the  Act  cannot  be  applied  in  this 
Colony ;  and  thirdly,  because  the  local  Legislature  has  made  other  and 
different  provisions  for  solemnizing  marriage  within  the  Colony. 

(I)  The  judgments  of  the  Cliiof  Justice  and  Burton,  J.,  were  Teiy  imperfectlj 
reported  at  the  time ;  that  of  the  Chief  Justice  is  taken  from  a  later  reprint  of 
the  written  judgment  in  the  Australian  of  April  19, 1880. 
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^^*^^'  Upon  the  first  point — the  words  of  the  Marriage  Act,  4  Geo.  IV, 

Reoina      c.  76,  sec.  83,  are  these — "  Be  it  enacted,  that  this  Act  shall  extend 

Malokey.    OQ^y  ^  ^^^^  P^^  ^^  ^^^  United  Kingdom  called  England.'*      Mr. 

F(ytf)€s  C  J     ^^^pb^^  ^^  called  the  attention  of  the  Court  to  the  difference  between 
the  wording  of  this  clanse,  and  the  corresponding  clause  in  the  previous 
Marriage  Act,  26  G-eo.  II,  c.  33,  sec.  18,  bj  which  it  was  enacted,  that 
^*  nothing  in  the  (latter)  Act  contained,  should  extend  to  that  part  of 
Great  Britain  called  Scotland — or  to  marriages  solemnized  beyond  the 
seas."    But  no  argument  can  be  drawn  from  this  difference  in  the 
language  of  the  Legislature,  to  affect  the  present  case,  one  way  or  the 
other.    When  the  Act  of  King  George  the  Second  passed,  Ireland  was 
a  separate  kingdom,  and  as  the  statutes  of  the  British  Parliament  did 
not  extend  to  Ireland,  it  was  only  necessary  to  exempt  Scotland  from 
the  operation  of  the  Act,  and  such  parts  beyond  the  seas,  where  the 
laws  of  England  still  continue  to  be  observed — but  when  Ireland  came 
to  be  included  in  the  Union,  Acts  of  Parliament  passed  after  that 
period,  extended  of  course  to  each  of  the  three  kingdoms,  unless 
restrained  by  express  words;    and  it  was  obviously  a  more  simple 
course  to  limit  the  Act  to  one  branch  of  the  Union,  than  to  restrain  it 
from  extending  to  the  other  two ;  and  the  express  limitation  of  the 
Act  to  England  prevented  the  necessity  for  repeating  the  clause  in  the 
previous  Act,  relative  to  marriages  beyond  the  seas — for  if  the  Act 
were  confined  to  England  only,  it  could  not,  of  course,  extend  to  the 
colonies.    This  appears  to  be  the  natural  way  of  accounting  for  the 
enactment  in  its  present  form.     As  the  Marriage  Act  now  stands,  it  is 
limited  in  its  operation  to  England,  and  England  alone,  in  terms  too 
plain  to  admit  of  any  doubt  or  difference  of  interpretation.     Assuming 
it  then,  to  be  very  clear  that  the  Act  of  Parliament  was  intended 
solely  to  apply^  to  England,  I  take  it  to  be  equally  clear,  that  when  the 
Legislature  expressly  limits  its  enactments  to  particular  places,  the 
limitation  becomes  a  part  of  the  law,  and  until  the  law  is  repealed  or 
altered,  must  be  administered  strictly  according  to  the  declared  inten- 
tion of  the  Legislature,  and  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  Court  not  to 
extend  it  by  construction.     Perhaps  this  position  will  not  be  disputed 
— ^but  it  is  contended  that  the  New  South  Wales  Act  was  passed  after 
the  Marriage  Act,  and  that  the  former  Act  provides,  in  express  terms, 
that  all  the  laws  then  in  force  in  England  should  be  applied  in  the 
administration  of  justice  in  the  Colony;  and  that  the  Marriage  Act 
as  part  of  the  lex  loci  of  England,  is  by  force  of  the  New  South  Wales 
Act,  transferred  to  this  Colony,  in  common  with  the  other  municipal 
laws  of  the  Mother  Country.    This  brings  me  to  the  consideration  of 
the  second  point — Can  the  Marriage  Act  be  applied  in  this  Colony  ? 
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The  New  South  Wales  Act,  9  Geo.  IV,  e.  83,  sec.  24,  enacts  that  all  1836. 
laws  and  statutes  in  force  within  the  realm  of  England  at  the  time  of  Regina 
passing  that  Act,  shall  be  applied  in  the  administration  of  justice  in  ^^  ^' 
the  Courts  of  New  South  "Wales,  so  far  as  the  same  can  be  applied 
within  the  Colony ;  and  as  often  as  any  doubt  may  arise  as  to  the 
application  of  any  law,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Qovemor,  with  the 
adTice  of  the  Legislatire  Council,  to  declare  whether  such  laws  shall 
be  deemed  to  extend  to  the  Colony,  or  to  establish  such  limitations  and 
modifications  of  the  laws  of  England  within  the  Colony  as  may  be 
deemed  expedient ;  and  in  the  meantime,  before  such  ordinances  shall 
be  actually  passed,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as  often 
as  any  such  doubts  shall  arise,  upon  any  preceeding  before  it,  to 
adjudge  and  decide  as  to  the  application  of  any  such  laws.  This  clause 
in  the  New  South  Wales  Act  has  been  the  fertile  subject  of  comment, 
and  the  Court  is  frequently  called  upon  to  treat  it  as  one  quite  new 
in  principle  and  peculiar  in  its  provisions,  but  it  is  neither  new 
nor  peculiar ;  it  is  affirmative  of  the  text  law  as  it  is  laid  down  by  Sir 
William  JBlackstone  and  other  elementary  writers,  and  as  it  has  been 
received  and  acted  upon  in  the  courts  of  England — at  least  ever  since 
the  resolutions  of  the  Privy  Council,  in  1722.  It  has  always  been,  and 
must  I  contend  always  be,  a  preliminary  point  to  adjust,  whether  the 
Act  of  Parliament,  intended  to  be  applied,  is  applicable  to  the  condition 
and  circumstances  of  the  Colony,  whether  its  provisions  are  adapted  to 
the  status  personarum  actually  existing  in  the  Colony  into  which  it  is 
to  be  transplanted.  To  maintain  a  contrary  doctrine — to  hold  that 
Parliament  intended  to  force  the  whole  mass  of  English  laws — the  laws 
of  an  old  and  settled  society,  which  have  grown  out  of  occasions,  during 
a  long  course  of  years,  and  are  become  more  refined  and  complicated 
than  the  laws  of  any  other  country  in  the  world — to  apply  all  these 
laws  at  once  to  an  infant  community,  without  limitation  or  restraint, 
"  is  a  proposition  much  too  inconvenient  in  its  consequences  to  be 
perfectly  just  in  its  principle."  Marriage  is  a  contract  of  natural  law, 
antecedent  to  civil  institution — it  is  the  source  from  which  all  other 
social  relations  are  derived.  JPuffendorfB,  0,  c.  1 — I^am  cum  sit  hoc 
natura  commune  animantium  ut  habeant  luhidinem  procreandi  prima 
societas  in  ipso  conjugio  est ;  proxima  inliberis — id  autem  est  principium 
urhis  et  quasi  seminarium  reipublica. — Cic  de  Off,  L.  1,  17.  In  a 
state  of  nature  marriage  may  take  place  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
whenever  two  persons  of  different  sexes  mutually  engage  to  live  together. 
In  civil  society  it  becoms  a  civil  contract,  sanctified  indeed  by  religious 
ceremonies,  and  subject  to  regulations  adapted  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  community  in  which  the  contract  is  made.    But  all  unnecessary 
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1836.        impediments  to  this  union  of  the  sexea,  are  innovations  upon  the 

B.E6VSA      rights  of  mankind,  and  become  injurious  to  the  interests  of  society. 

Bestraints  upon  marriages,  observes  Sir  William  Blaekftoue^  eepeciallj 

among  the  lower  class,  by  hindering  tlie  increase  of  the  people,  and  to 

religion  and  mortality  by  encouraging  licentiousness  and  debauchery 

among  the  single  of  both  sexes,  and  thereby  destroying  one  end  of 

society  and  government,  which  is  conevhitu  prokibere  vago^  1  Com.  438. 

By  the  ancient  law  of  usage  marriage  among  the  Christian  states  of 

Europe,  before  the  decrees  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  and  by  the  law  of 

England,  until  the  reign  of  Sang  George  the  Second,  the  consent  of 

two  persons,  able  to  contract,  expressed  in  words  of  present  mutual 

acceptance,  technically  known  by  the  name  of  sponsalia  per  verba  de 

praienii,  without  the  intervention  of  a  priest,  constituted  an  actual 

and  valid  marriage,  2  Haggard,  B.  82,  2  Salk.  437,  1  Term  B.  99; 

Usage  gradually  introduced  the  solemnization  necessary  to  its  perfect 

regularity,  1  Salk,  119.    And  the  law  so  continued  in  England  until 

the  year  1754,  when  the  Statute  26  Geo.  II  c.  33,  was  passed  for  the 

purpose  of  preventing  clandestine  marriages.    This  statute  has  been 

considered  *^  an  innovation  upon  our  ancient  laws  and  constitution," 

1  BL  Com.  438.    The  provisions  of  the  present  Act,  4  Geo.  lY  c.  76, 

are  substantially  the  same  ais  those  of  the  former  Marriage  Act — they 

are  adapted  to  the  territorial  division  oE  England,  the  religious  creed 

of  the  people,  and  the  rites  of  the  Established  Church — ^they  require 

that  the  banns  of  all  intended  marriages  shall  be  published  in  the 

parish  church  or  in  some  public  chapel  (in  which  banns  of  matrimony 

may  be  lawfully  published)  of  or  belonging  to  the  parish  or  chapelry 

wherein  the  persons  to  be  married  shall  dwell,  accordiag  to  the  ritual 

of  the  English  Church ;  and  if  the  parties  reside  in  different  parishes, 

the  bann^  shall  be  published  in  the  church  or  chapel  belonging  to  the 

parish  wherein  each  of  the  parties  shall  dwell — that  the  marriage  shall 

be  solemnized  in  the  parish  church  or  chapel  where  the  banns  shall 

have  been  published,  and  in  no  other  place  whatever — ^that  no  license 

shall  be  granted  by  the  ordinary,  to  solemnize  any  marriage  in  any 

other  church  or  chapel  than  the  church  or  chapel  belor^ing  to  the 

parish  or  chapelry  within  which  the  abode  of  one  of  the  parties  shall 

have  been  for  fifteen  days  immediately  before  the  granting  of  the 

license. 

Erom  this  brief  abstract  of  some  of  the  principal  clauses  of  the 
Marriage  Act,  it  will  be  seen  at  once,  that  its  provisions  are  founded 
upon  the  ancient  Ecclesiastical  division  of  the  realm  of  England,  1  BL 
Com.  Ill,  that  these  territorial  divisions  become  a  necessary  prelimi- 
nary to  the  practical  application  of  the  law— that  dioceses  and  parishes, 
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"W^itli  their  local  boundaries  and  legal  rights,  aro  an  inseparable  and  ^^33. 
indiapenflable  pajrt  of  the  Marriage  Act.  Now  it  is  weU  known,  that  Reg  in  a 
no  portion  of  this  joung  colony  has  jet  been  dirided  into  parishes, 
with  the  exception  of  the  county  of  Camberland,  and  that  only  within 
the  last  year — that  there  is  neither  a  parish  church  nor  a  public  chapel 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  in  the  Colony.  It  is  true 
there  are  places  dedicated  to  God,  where  the  solemnities  of  divine 
worship  are  performed,  according  to  the  established  forms  of  the 
Church  of  England,  and  that  it  is  usual  for  persons  of  the  Protestant 
faith  te  be  married  therein ;  but  the  circumstances  of  divine  worship 
being  performed  and  marriages  solemnized  in  those  sacred  places,  does 
not  make  them  either  parish  churches  or  public  chapels,  in  the  legal 
sense  in  which  those  words  of  description  are  used  by  Parliament. 
Assuming,  however,  that  they  are  to  be  considered  as  public  chapels, 
in  which  banns  may  bo  lawfully  published,  the  question  immediately 
occurs,  to  what  parish  do  these  chapels  respectively  belong? — what 
are  the  limits  of  their  several  chapelries,  or  have  they  any  chapelries 
at  all  ?  It  is  matter  of  notoriety,  that  these  chapels  were  built  by 
Government,  and  the  expenses  of  building,  as  well  as  of  maintaining 
them,  defrayed  in  part,  if  not  the  whole,  out  of  the  public  Treasury — 
that  the  pews  and  seats  are  let  to  individuals  at  stipulated  annual 
rents — ^that  they  have  no  limits  established  by  law,  and  are  neither 
endowed,  maintained,  nor  regulated  according  to  the  laws  in  force  with 
respect  to  churches  and  parochial  chapels  in  England;  and  that  in 
many  of  the  settled  parts  of  the  Colony  there  are  no  chapels  or  public 
places  of  worship  whatever.  How,  therefore,  can  banns  be  published 
after  the  manner  required  by  the  Marriage  Act  ?  How  can  a  marriage 
be  solemnized  in  the  church  or  chapel  belonging  to  the  parish  wherein 
the  parties  severally  reside  ?  A  gain,  the  Act  assumes  the  existence, 
within  the  Colony,  of  competent  legal  powers  to  grant  marriage 
licenses.  These  licenses  are  of  two  kinds, — the  license  of  the  ordinary 
to  dispense  with  the  publication  of  banns,  and  the  license  of  the  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury  to  solemnize  marriages  at  any  other  place  than  a 
parish  church  or  a  public  chapel : — these  powers  are  essential  parts  of 
the  Act.  I  believe  that,  strictly  speaking,  there  is  no  power  veated 
anywhere  within  the  Colony  to  grant  such  licenses.  Until  very 
recently.  New  South  Wales  was  comprehended  within  the  diocese  of 
Calcutta ;  but  since  the  creation  of  two  additional  Bishoprics  in  India, 
ihia  Colony  has  been  transferred  to  the  diocese  of  Madras.  How  far 
the  Bishop  of  India  may  possess  the  power  of  granting  dispensations 
in  the  Colony,  it  is  not  necessary  to  inquire.  I  believe  that  in  point 
of  fact,  no  such  power  has  been  delegated  to  any  surrogate  in  this 
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Malonev. 
Forbes  C.J. 


Beoina  by  the  G-ovemor.  Upon  the  legal  effect  of  such  licenses  I  am  not  called 
upon  to  offer  any  opinion,  and  it  would  be  unbecoming  on  the  present 
occasion  to  do  so.  But  I  may  venture  to  remark  that  if  there  is  no 
express  law  which  sanctions  the  practice  of  granting  licenses,  the 
preliminary  enquiries  which  are  instituted,  and  the  circumspection 
with  which  they  are  issued,  are  calculated  to  restrain  clandestine 
marriages,  and  to  prevent  some  of  the  eyils  which  the  Marriage  Act 
was  intended  to  remedy.  It  is  apparent,  then,  that  some  of  the  most 
material  requisites  of  the  Marriage  Act  are  entirely  defective  in  this 
Colony — that  it  wants  the  machinery  necessary  to  its  operation — that, 
in  fact,  it  cannot  be  enforced.  If  the  reasoning  upon  which  these 
conclusions  are  founded  should  be  thought  too  refined,  I  will  briefly 
advert  to  the  case  of  the  King  v.  The  Inhdbitanti  of  Northfield^  in  which 
it  was  held  that  a  marriage  celebrated  in  a  chapel  erected  since  the 
26th  Geo.  II  was  void,  although  marriages  had  de  facto  been  frequently 
celebrated  there;  and  to  the  case  of  the  Attorney  General  v.  Stewart^  (1) 
in  which  the  Master  of  the  Eolls  considered  the  want  of  an  enrolment 
office  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Grenada  a  complete  prohibition  to 
the  enrolment  required  by  the  statute  of  Mortmain,  and  a  conclusive 
argument  against  its  application  to  that  Island.  How  much  stronger 
then  is  the  objection  to  the  application  of  the  Marriage  Act  of  England 
to  this  Colony,  in  which,  not  parts  of  the  necessary  machinery  merely, 
but  the  whole  foundation  of  the  structure  is  deficient?  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  dwell  upon  this  part  of  the  case  any  longer.  I  wiU  therefore 
close  my  remarks  upon  it  by  referring  to  an  opinion  of  very  eminent 
persons  upon  the  applicability  of  the  former  Marriage  Act  to  New- 
foundland— the  case  occurred  before  I  presided  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  that  Colony,  but  finding  it  among  the  records  of  the  Court,  I  have 
fortunately  preserved  it.  Newfoundland  had  not  at  that  time  a  local 
Legislature — the  Supreme  Court  of  that  Colony  was,  like  this  Court, 
instituted  by  Act  of  Parliament,  and  the  Act  under  which  it  sat,  49 
Geo.  Ill,  cap.  27,  after  empowering  the  Court  to  hold  plea  of  all  suits 
and  complaints  arising  within  the  limits  of  its  jurisdiction,  goes  on  to 
enact  ^^  that  the  Court  shall  determine  all  suits  and  complaints  of  a 
civil  nature,  according  to  the  law  of  England,  so  far  as  the  same  can 
be  applied  to  such  suits  and  complaints."  The  words  "can  be  applied," 
are  the  precise  words  used  in  the  New  South  "Wales  Act,  and  were  of 
course  intended  by  Parliament  to  convey  the  same  meaning  in  both 
cases.  A  doubt  appears  to  have  been  entertained  by  the  Chief  Justice 
of  Newfoundland  as  to  the  state  of  the  law  with  respect  to  marriages 

(1)  2  Mcriv.,  163. 
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in  that  Colonj,  and  to  remove  it  a  case  was  made  in  the  form  of  queries, 
and  referred  by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  His  Majesty's  law  officers  in 
England.    The  following  is  their  opinion : — "  Doctor's  Commons,  11th 
May,  1812.    We  are  honoured  with  your  Lordship's  commands,  trans- 
mitiing  a  letter  from  the  Governor  of  His  Majesty's  Colony  Newfound- 
land, stating  that  the  Chief  Justice  having  expressed  considerable 
doubt  of  the  law  as  it  relates  to  marriages  in  the  Island,  had  proposed 
the  queries  therein  recited,  to  which  he  is  desirous  of  obtaining  such 
answers  as  may  serve  as  a  6xod  authority  for  the  rule  of  his  future 
•conduct,  and  your  Lordship  is  pleased  to  desire  that  we  should  take 
the  said  letter  and  queries  into  our  consideration,  and  to  report  to  your 
Lordship  our  opinion  thereupon.     In  obedience  to  your  Lordship's 
directions  we  have  considered  the  same,  and  have  the  honour  to  report 
that  as  the  Marriage  Act  does  not  extend  to  the  British  Settlements 
abroad,  the  validity  of  marriages  at  Newfoundland  will  depend  rather 
upon  what  has  been  the  practice  and  custom  of  the  place,  than  upon 
any  form  of  celebration  which  is  indispensably  required.    The  law  of 
this  kingdom  has  agreed  that  the  general  law  of  the  Christian  Church 
in  considering  the  celebration  of  marriage  by  religious  ceremonies  to 
be  requisite  for  the  perfect  regularity  of  the  marriage  contract.    But 
it  acknowledges  the  validity  of  marriages  contracted  without  such 
ceremonies  in  countries  where  a  different  rule  prevails.    We  think  that 
marriages  solemnized  by  Boman  Catholic  Clergymen,  regularly  officiat- 
ing, would  not  be  liable  to  objection,  on  account  of  the  validity  of  their 
orders ;  but  the  performance  of  that  ceremony  by  laymen  is  an  irregu- 
larity which  can  be  justified  only  by  necessity,  or  by  the  particular 
customs  of  the  place ;  and  we  know  of  no  principle  independent  of 
such  custom  on  which  a  Magistrate  can  be  held  to  be  more  competent 
to  perform  that  office  than  a  mere  layman.    It  is  desirable  for  general 
convenience  that  the  practice  of  settlements  abroad  should  conform,  as 
nearly  as  local  circumstances  will  permit,  to  the  practice  of  the  mother 
country.    But  we  cannot  advise  particularly  upon  any  rule  that  it  may 
be  proper  to  establish  at  Newfoundland,  nor  upon  the  means  of  doing 
it,  without  more  local  information  than  is  communicated  to  us. — Ohr, 
Bohinsony  F.  Oibhs,  Thomas  Plumer.'*    This  opinion  of  the  law  officers 
is  in  point  with  the  present  case.    The  question  in  that  case  appears 
to  have  been  put  whether  a  marriage  could  be  solemnized  by  any  other 
than  an  ordained  minister  of  the  Church  of  England,  but  it  directly 
involved  the  law  of  marriage  in  that  Colony,  and  the  application  of  the 
Marriage  Act  to  Newfoundland.    It  does  not  seem  to  have  occurred 
to  the  very  eminent  lawyers  whose  names  are  affixed  to  the  above 
opinions,  that  the  general  terms  of  the  Newfoundland  Act  were  intended 
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to  control  the  express  terms  of  the  Marriage  Act,  or  could  be  coostraed 
to  extend  the  proviBions  of  the  latter  beyond  the  exact  limits  whicb 
it  had  prescribed  for  itself ;  and  they  assumed  and  affirmed  that 
the  Act  mm  not  in  operation  in  Newfoundland.  The  opinion  to 
which  I  have  referred  gave  rise  to  an  Act  of  Parliament  (57  Oteo.  Ill, 
c.  51)  which  I  have  occasion  to  know  was  drawn  by  one  of  the  lame 
learned  persons,  the  late  Judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty. 
The  Act  recites  that  '*  whereas  a  doubt  has  existed  whether  the  law  of 
England,  requiring  religious  ceremonies  of  marria^  to  be  performed 
by  persons  in  Holy  Orders,  for  the  perfect  validity  of  ihe  marriage 
contract,  be  in  force  in  Newfoundland."  The  doubt,  it  will  be  observed, 
arose  upon  the  application  of  that  part  of  the  canon  law  which  requires 
tbe  intervention  of  a  priest  to  the  due  solemnization  of  marriage,  1  Bl 
Com.  439.  If  the  Marriage  Act  were  iu  force  in  Newfoundland,  then 
no  such  doubt  could  for  one  moment  have  been  entertained,  because 
the  whole  provisions  of  the  Act  required  the  ministry  of  a  person  in 
Holy  Orders— such  a  person  only  could  publish  the  banns,  perform 
the  ceremony,  or  sign  the  register  of  the  marriage.  The  recital  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament  and  the  enactments  which  follow  it,  were  framed 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  Marriage  Act  was  in  force,  and  approach 
very  nearly,  if  they  do  not  amount  to  a  declacation  in  Parliament,  that 
it  did  not  extend  to  Newfoundland.  I  cannot  distinguish  between 
marriages  in  New  South  Wales,  and  in  Newfoundland,  or  discover  one 
sound  argument  for  the  extension  of  the  Marriage  Act  to  one  colour, 
which  does  not  apply  with  equal  force  to  the  other. 

Upon  the  last  point,  namely,  how  far  the  Marriage  Act  is  affected 
by  the  ordinances  of  the  Governor  and  Council,  the  New  South  Wales 
Act,  authorises  the  local  Legislature,  as  often  as  any  doubt  shall  arise 
as  to  the  application  of  particular  laws,  to  declare  whether  such  laws 
extend  to  the  Colony  or  not.  In  exercise  of  this  power  the  Governor 
and  Council  passed  an  ordinance  (5  Will.  IV,  No.  2)  expressly  to 
remove  any  doubts  as  to  tbe  validity  of  marriages  solemnised  in  New 
South  Wales— the  ordinance  declares  that  all  marriages  before  the 
passing  of  such  ordinance,  solcmnizecl  by  ordained  or  ofBciating  minis- 
ters of  the  Church  of  Scotland,  as  by  law  established,  or  by  ordained 
or  officiating  priests  or  ministers  of  the  Homan  Catholic  Church,  shall 
be,  and  shall  be  adjudged  and  taken  to  have  been,  of  the  same  force 
and  effect  as,  and  no  other  than,  if  such  marriages  had  been  solemnised 
by  clergymen  of  the  Church  of  England,  according  to  the  rites 
and  ceremonies  of  the  Church  of  England.  This  ordinance  is  boih 
declaratory  and  Tetrospectire.  Now,  if  the  Marriage  Law  of  EngUnd 
was  in  force  in  the  Colony,  then  all  marriages  perbrmed  by  a  Boman 
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Catholic  Priest  were  valid,  Shrimshire  v.  Shrimshire  (1).     Yet  the  local 
ordinance  declares  sucli  marriage  valid — and  it  could  only  so  declare 
the  law,  by  declaring  as  a  necessary  inference,  that  the  Marriage  Act 
had  never  extended  to  the  Colony — ^thereis  no  escape  from  this  conclu- 
sion— the  local  Legislature  has  declared  marriages  to  be  legal  which 
would  be  rendered  illegal  by  the  Marriage  Act,  if  the  Marriage  Act 
were  in  force.     But  it  is  ingeniously  contended  by  Mr.  Foster,  that 
the  local  Act  was  intended  to  mollify  the  Marriage  Act,  by  enabling 
the  ministers  of  the  respective  Churches  of  Scotland  and  Borne  to  per- 
form the  religious  ceremonies  of  the  contract,  and  to  leave  the  secular 
provisions  of  the  law  to  be  applied  as  they  were  before  the  passing  of 
the  Ordinance ;  and  in  support  of  this  argument  the  words  of  the  Act, 
'*  of  the  same  force  as,  and  no  other  than  if  such  marriage  had  been 
solemnized  by  clergymen  of  the  Church  of  England,  according  to  the 
rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  Church  of  England,"  are  relied  upon. 
But  if  this  construction  be  followed  through  all  its  consequences  it 
will  lead  to  this  anomaly — the  banns  must  iirst  be  published  in  some 
Protestant  church  or  chapel,  by  the  minister,  according  to  the  form  of 
words  prescribed  by  the  Kubrick  prefixed  to  the  book  of  Common 
Prayer,  and  the  marriage  afterwards  solemnized  in  the  same  place  by 
a  Eoman  Catholic  Priest,  according  to  the  ritual  of  the  Bomish  Church. 
This  assuredly  could  not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  Qovernor  and 
Council,  and  the  words  of  the  ordinance  which  have  been  relied  upon, 
do  not  lead  to  so  absurd  a  conclusion.     I  happen  to  know  that  the 
ordinance  was  copied  verbatim  from  the  Act  of  Parliament,  58  Geo. 
JIT,  cap.  81,  which  was  passed  for  removing  similar  doubts  as  to  the 
validity  of  marriages  by  ministers  of  the  Church  of  Scotland  in  India, 
where  the  Marriage  Act  certainly  did  not  extend,  and   the  words 
alluded  to  were  obviously  introduced  into  the  Act  of  Parliament  in 
order  to  prevent  the  mere  fact  of  a  marriage  being  solemnized  by  a 
Presbyterian  minister,  making  such  marriage  valid  in  law,  notwith- 
standing any  legal  impediment  which  would  otherwise  have  rendered 
it  void.    Had  the  law  not  contained  such  a  provision,  it  might  have 
led  to  a  doubt  whether  marriages  solemnized  by  a  Presbyterian  clergy- 
man between  persons  of  incompetent  ages,  or  of  unsound  mind,  or 
who  were  married  before,  were  not  valid  by  the  mere  force  of  the  Act. 
This  is  the  simple  solution  of  the  doubt.    Laying  these  words  there- 
fore entirely  out  of  the  case,  as  not  affecting  the  question  before  the 
Court,  it  was  certainly  competent  to  the  Governor  and  Council  to 
declare  the  law — ^they  have  done  so — they  have  not  in  terms  declared 
the  whole  Marriage  Act  of  England  not  to  be  in  force  in  this  Colony, 

(1)  2  Hagg.  Con.  401. 


1836. 
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Malonet. 
Forbes  C.J. 


but  they  Have  declared  the  manner  of  solemnizing  marriages  by  other 
than  ordinary  ministers  of  the  Church  of  England,  to  be,  and  to  have 
been  legal  within  the  Colony,  which  is  quite  inconsistent  and  irrecon- 
cileable  with  their  holding  the  Marriage  Act  to  be  in  force.  Upon 
every  view  of  the  case  therefore — upon  general  principles  of  law,  as 
well  as  by  the  aid  of  authority,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
Marriage  Act  is  confined  to  England — and  that  it  cannot  be  applied, 
and  is  not  in  operation  in  this  Colony.  It  will  not  be  necessary  to 
enquire  whether  the  first  marriage  of  the  prisoner  was  in  all  other 
respects  regular  and  valid.  It  appears  from  the  notes  of  the  learned 
Judge  who  tried  the  case,  that  the  marriage  was  proved  to  have  been 
solemnized  by  an  officiating  minister  of  the  Church  of  Home,  according 
to  the  ritual  of  the  Bomish  Church,  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses. 
It  was  not  in  proof  that  the  decrees  of  the  Council  of  Trent  had  ever 
been  received  as  of  authority,  by  the  Catholics  in  this  Colony ;  and  it 
was  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  marriage  that  it  should  have 
been  solemnised  in  facie  ecclesiae,  by  the  law  of  England,  indepen- 
dently of  the  Marriage  Act.  Indeed,  it  is  known  to  the  Court,  as  a 
matter  of  history,  that  in  the  year  1829  there  was  no  public  Eoman 
Catholic  chapel  duly  consecrated  as  such  in  this  Colony.  Upon  all 
these  several  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  Maloney  has 
been  legally  convicted  of  bigamy. 

DowLiNO,  J.,  concurred. 

BufiTOK,  J.,  said  that  he  differed  with  his  learned  colleagues.  .  The 
'question  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  was,  whether  the  first 
marriage  was  valid  or  not;  if  valid,  the  verdict  was  right;  if  not, 
erroneous  ;  was  there  any  law  to  restrain  illegal  and  private  marriages  ? 
This  question  had  probably  not  been  decided  before  in  consequence  of 
its  great  importance,  but  in  this  case  the  prisoner  called  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  whether  his  first  marriage,  solemnised  as  it  was,  if 
marriage  it  was,  could  be  considered  legal ;  he  had  a  right  to  moot  that 
point,  and  the  Court  were  now  called  upon  to  decide  upon  the  point. 

There  were  many  opinions  whether  the  Marriage  Act  extended  to 
this  Colony ;  he  considered  that  it  did ;  and  if  the  English  Act  did 
extend  here,  the  first  marriage  was  illegal,  and  the  conviction  was 
illegal.  He  was  of  opinion  that  the  24th  section  of  the  New  South 
Wales  Act,  and  the  case  of  Macdonald  v.  Levy  tried  in  that  Court  in 
1829,  settled  the  question.  The  case  had  been  argued  as  if  the 
Marriage  Act  applied  to  marriages  solemnised  by  the  Church  of 
England  only,  to  exclusion  of  all  other  sects,  such  were  not  the  merits 
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of  tbis  case.  One  of  the  first  objections  taken  was,  tbat  tbere  were  no 
parisb  cburcbes,  but  there  had  been  a  political  division  of  Sjdnej  into 
parishes  for  many  years,  St.  James*  and  St.  Phillip's ;  in  the  latter  the 
marriage  took  place.  He  held  that  any  church  in  the  Colony  set  apart 
as  a  church  for  a  particular  district,  was  to  all  intents  and  purposes  a 
parish  church,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Marriage  Acts  of 
"William  and  Anne.  There  might  be  few  churches  in  the  Colony,  but 
it  was  within  the  means  of  the  local  Government  to  remove  that  cause 
of  complaint  without  infringing  on  the  law.  The  whole  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Act  could  be  carried  into  effect  in  this  Colony ;  there 
was  a  bishop  to  appoint  a  surrogate,  the  Grovernor  might  be  surrogate, 
and  appoint  deputies.  He,  as  a  Judge  of  that  Court,  did  not  hesitate 
to  declare  that  the  law  was  applicable  to  the  Colony ;  on  the  ground 
of  expediency  it  was  applicable,  to  prevent  the  ruin  of  families  by 
private  and  imprudent  marriages,  and  the  fraud  and  perjuries  which 
would  follow,  without  there  was  some  law  to  prevent  them.  There  had 
been  a  complete  adoption  by  marriage  of  the  Marriage  Act  in  this 
Colony,  as  appeared  by  the  return  of  marriages,  married  by  license 
before  the  passing  of  the  Act,  after  its  passing,  7,648.  If  the  Marriage 
Act  did  not  apply  to  this  Colony,  why  had  application  been  made  to 
the  Court  for  their  consent  to  marriages,  and  the  appointment  of 
guardians  under  the  Colonial  Act,  6  Geo.  IV,  No.  1,  which  proceed  on 
the  fact  that  the  English  Marriage  Act  is  in  full  force  in  the  Colony. 
It  could  not  be  a  fallacious  idea  to  say,  that  fathers  would  be  astonished 
to  hear  that  sons  could  contract  marriage  in  this  Colony  at  the  age  of 
fourteen  and  their  daughters  at  twelve,  without  their  knowledge  and 
privacy,  and  yet  that  the  marriage  would  be  valid  ;  it  would  be  an  un- 
wholesome state  of  society.  The  58  Geo.  Ill,  cap.  74,  set  to  rights  all 
doubts  upon  the  subject,  and  proved  that  the  Act  did  extend  to  this 
Colony.  Adopting  the  Local  Ordinance  4  Will.  IV,  No.  19,  would  be 
attended  with  very  serious  consequences.  He  was  of  opinion  that 
the  Marriage  Act  did  extend  to  this  Colony,  consequently  the  first 
marriage  was  illegal,  it  having  taken  place  in  a  house  not  licensed,  and 
no  banns  as  required  by  the  Act  having  been  published,  the  verdict 
was  therefore  wrong. 

DowLiNG,  J.,  said  he  concurred  in  opinion  with  the  Chief  Justice 
that  the  Marriage  Act  did  not  extend  to  this  Colony  ;  every  section  of 
the  Act  had  reference  to  a  state  of  things  which  did  not  exist  in  this 
Colony.  Ho  was  of  opinion  in  reference  to  the  present  state  of  cir- 
cumstances of  the  Colony,  the  Act  could  not  apply. 

Conviction  ^uHained, 


1836. 


Beoina 

V. 

Malokey. 
Burton  J. 


96  SUPREME  COURT  GASES. 


1838.  JSa  parte  IBiOXBURGS.  (1) 

Merchant  Seamen^S  and  6  fFlll,  IV,  cap.  19 — Deiertion, 


June  16. 


BuHon  J.'       '^^^  magistrates  have  no  jurisdiction  under  sec.  6  of  Sir  James  Graham's  Act, 
and  5  and  6  Will.  IV,  cap.  19,  to  entertain  a  complaint  against  a  seaman  for  desertion. 

Wiliis  J.      Sec.  6  only  applies  to  the  port  of  clearance. 

Maistdamub, 

In  this  case  David  Eozl)urgh,  commander  of  the  ship  Duehesf  of 
Northumberland,  had  appeared  before  S,  C.  Wihon,  Esq.,  and 
C7.  Windeyer,  Esq.,  Justices  of  the  Peace,  at  the  Sydney  Police  Office, 
and  charged  David  Gamphell,  a  seaman  of  the  said  ship,  with  desertion, 
under  the  6th  clause  of  the  Merchant  Seamen's  Act.  The  articles  of 
the  ship,  signed  by  the  said  Campbell,  and  the  log  were  produced. 
Evidence  of  the  desertion  was  also  given.  The  magistrates  refused 
to  hear  the  case,  as  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  Act  did  not  apply  to 
it.     A  mandamus  was  now  moved  for  by  the  Attorney- Geneial. 

The  Attorney  General^  for  the  applicant.  The  Colonial  Act  only 
applies  to  seamen  who  sign  articles  in  this  Colony,  but  the  Imperial 
Act  is  in  force  throughout  the  British  Empire. 

The  rule  nisi  was  granted. 

June  2?.  The  Magistrates  showed  cause  in  person.    The  Act  in  question  is 

to  encourage  and  protect  seamen.  We  understand  the  6th  clause  to 
provide  for  what  is  to  be  done  at  the  Port  of  Clearance  only,  and  to 
have  no  reference  to  any  other  Port,  which  is  provided  for  by  the  7th, 
8th,  and  9th  clauses.  That  this  is  so  is  evident  from  the  wording  of 
the  penalty,  which,  after  stating  the  amount  to  be  imposed  by  the 
Magistrates  on  proof  of  desertion,  or  leaving  the  ship  without  permis- 
sion, goes  on  to  state  that  it  shall  be  chargeable  to  wages  which  shall 
hereafter  become  due. 

The  Attorney  General  in  reply. 

After  consultation  with  the  rest  of  the  Bench,  the  Chiep  Justice 
(2)  said  he  was  of  opinion  the  rule  must  be  discharged.  He  agreed 
as  a  general  rule  that  first  impressions  are  generally  correct ;  but  then 

(1 )  The  Sydney  Gazette,  June  19,  1838  ;  the  Sydney  Herald,  Juno  18  and  25, 

1838 ;  the  Australian,  June  19  and  26,  1838. 

(2)  The  Sydney  flerald,  June  26,  1838. 
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all  the  eircumstsnces  muBt  be  fully  coasidered  before  the  impresBion        1838. 


ifl  formed.  The  Magistrates  in  refusing  to  act  under  the  6th  clause  Ex  parte 
acted  properly,  and  gare  a  just  interpretation  of  the  Act.  When  the  I^xbtjrgh. 
rule  was  granted,  the  Judges  were  called  upon  suddenly,  but  they  gave  fowling  C.J. 
the  Magistrates  full  credit  for  haying  acted  from  proper  motives.  If 
the  attention  of  the  Court  had  been  confined  solely  to  the  6th  clause, 
the  mandamna  must  hare  been  issued  ;  but  when  they  looked  at  the 
whole  Act,  they  were  conyinced  the  Magistrates  had  acted  properly. 
The  first  part  of  the  recital  sets  out  that  it  is  for  the  protection  of 
commerce,  and  the  second  is  that  it  is  for  the  encouragement  of 
seam^L  Doubtless  the  Legislature,  knowing  the  great  dangers  and 
hanbhips  to  which  seamen  are  exposed,  cast  this  Act  over  them  as  a 
shield  for  their  protection.  Taking  the  6th  clause  of  the  Act  in  con- 
nection with  the  other  portions,  it  did  not  refer  to  any  middle  port, 
but  solely  to  the  port  of  the  ship's  departure.  If  a  seaman,  about  to 
enter  on  a  voyage  signs  articles  in  the  port  of  Sydney,  he  will  be 
amenable  under  that  clause.  From  the  words  of  the  clause,  taken  in 
connection  with  the  7th  and  9th,  it  appears  plain  that  it  is  intended  to 
apply  only  to  the  place  where  the  sailor  enters  into  the  contract.  The 
words,  "  near  where  the  ship  shall  happen  to  be,"  mean  where  she 
shall  be  when  the  articles  are  signed ;  if  it  had  meant  London,  or  any 
particular  place,  it  would  have  said  so.  To  read  consistently  with  other 
clauses,  it  must  refer  to  the  case  of  a  man  refusing  to  join  the  ship 
after  signing  articles,  while  the  next  clause  manifestly  refers  to  the 
intermediate  ports.  The  Act  must  be  read  sensibly,  and  if  the  con- 
struction was  put  upon  it  which  was  contended  for  by  the  Attorney 
General,  it  would  be  nonsense.  This  construction  of  the  Act  was  no 
fault  of  the  Judges  ;  their  business  was  to  interpret  the  law  as  they 
found  it. 

Burton,  J.,  agreed  with  the  Chief  Justice,  He  was  of  opinion  that 
the  case  had  not  suffered  by  being  argued  by  the  Magistrates  them- 
selves instead  of  by  Counsel,  as  the  reasons  they  had  given  were  very 
cogent.  His  impression  was  against  the  Magistrates  on  the  first 
reading  of  the  clause  ;  but  taking  it  in  connection  with  the  other  parts 
of  the  Act,  he  was  convinced  the  Magistrates  were  right.  He  admitted 
the  construction  is  inconvenient,  but  that  was  not  to  the  purpose.  He 
did  not  go  the  whole  way  with  the  Magistrates  as  to  the  Act  being  for 
the  encouragement  of  seamen  ;  he  thought  it  could  never  be  too  strictly 
enforced,  and  it  could  not  but  have  a  very  bad  effect  if  it  once  went 
abroad  that  there  was  any  disposition  on  the  part  of  the  Magistrates  to 
deal  loosely  with  the  laws  regarding  seamen.  In  the  6th  and  7th 
clauses  the  same  words  occur ;  and  he  did  not  consider  it  likely  that 


88  SUPREME  COURT  CASES. 

1338.  the  Legislature  would  give  two  puuiBhments  for  the  same  offence, 
Ex  parte  which  are  inconsistent  with  each  other ;  and  if  it  had  been  intended 
Roxburgh,  that  the  imprisonment  should  be  applied  to  the  7th  clause,  he  thought 
Burton  J.  that  after  declaring  he  shall  forfeit  two  days'  pay,  it  would  hare  gone 
on  to  state,  or  be  imprisoned,  leaving  it  to  the  discretion  of  the 
Magistrate.  It  is  quite  absurd  to  talk  about  forfeiting  clothes  and 
wages,  as  it  is  well  known  that  from  the  money  that  is  advanced  there 
is  seldom  much  due  to  sailors  when  they  arrive  here  ;  and  if  they  have 
clothes  of  any  value,  they  take  care  to  remove  them  before  they 
abscond.  It  also  sounds  very  well,  in  theory,  to  say  that  the  master 
shall  recover  from  the  seaman  that  deserts  any  excess  of  expense  he 
may  be  put  to  ;  but,  in  practice,  every  one  knows  that  it  is  impracticable. 
He  was  sorry  that  the  Court  was  compelled  to  put  this  construction  on 
the  Act,  as  there  is  no  enactment  which  will  enable  masters  to  keep 
their  men  in  order,  as  in  all  cases  where  they  may  prosecute  a  man, 
the  expenses  of  attending  the  Police  Office  will  be  far  greater  than 
the  punishment  inflicted  on  the  men ;  but  this  is  a  defect  in  the  law 
which  lies  with  the  Legislature  to  correct. 

Willis,  J.    I  bow  with  deference  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  but 

I  trust  the  Chief  Justice  will  not  think  it  nonsense  when  I  say  that  I 

cannot  agree  with  this  decree. 
•  Bute  discharged. 
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In  re  EGBERTS  and  WILLIAMS.  (1)  1338. 


Attwiuy — 12  Geo.  I  e.  29 — PunxthtMnt  for  practising  as  attorney  after  conviction      July,  14. 

for/orgery. 

Bowling  C.J. 
An  attorney,  having  entered  into  an  agreement  with  a  person,  who  had  been     Burton  J. 

transported  to  this  Colony  for  the  crime  of  forgery,  in  order  to  obtain  the  *'  good  ^^^ 

will"  and  services  of  the  latter  in  the  practice  of  his  profession,  is  liable  to  be      Willis  J. 

stmck  off  the  rolls,  and  the  clerk  to  transportation  for  seven  years  by  12  Geo.  I, 

cap.  29.     In  this  case,  the  facts  having  been  admitted  by  the  persons  concerned, 

the  Court  only  ordered  the  agreement  to  be  cancelled. 

This  was  an  inquirj  into  the  conduct  of  one  of  the  attorneys  of  the 
Supreme  Court. 

The  facts  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the  Chief  Justice. 

At  the  opening  of  the  Court  the  Chief  Justice  inquired  whether 
Mr.  Boherts,  attorney  at  law,  and  Mr.  John  Williams  were  present, 
and  both  those  persons  being  in  attendance,  Sis  Honor  said,  that  it 
having  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Judges  that  an  unlawful  agree- 
ment existed  between  Mr.  John  Williams  and  an  attorney  named 
Roberts  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  the  business  of  an  attorney  in 
the  Supreme  Court,  the  Judges  felt  themselves  called  upon,  as  well  in 
justice  to  the  public  as  for  the  honor  of  the  profession,  to  investigate 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  invited  both  the  parties  to  enter  into 
an  explanation,  as  much  with  a  view  to  afford  them  an  opportunity  of 
vindicating  themselves  as  for  the  correction  of  the  evil.  Both  the 
parties  came  forward  and  voluntarily  and  candidly  admitted  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  and  while  the  Judges  were  thus  relieved 
from  what  would  otherwise  have  been  an  imperative  task,  they  felt 
themselves  called  upon  in  the  execution  of  their  duty  as  guardians  of 
the  public  and  the  profession  not  to  pass  the  matter  over.  Although 
the  investigation  has  not  been  conducted  in  open  Court,  there  was  no 
point  in  the  case  which,  so  far  as  the  Judges  were  concerned,  required 
concealment.  It  had  been  made  manifest  to  the  Court  that  upon  the 
death  of  Mr.  IRcol  Allen,  an  attorney  of  the  Court,  Mr.  JRoherts,  also 
an  attorney  of  the  Court,  entered  into  an  arrangement  with  John 
Williams,  who  had  been  acting  as  clerk  to  Mr.  Allen,  and  who  was 
then,  and  is  now,  a  convict  under  sentence  of  transportation  for 
forgery,  and  that  finally  for  the  good  will  of  the  business  he  agreed 
to  give  Mr.  Williams  £450  per  annum,  with  other  advantages.     This 

(1)  The  Sydney  Gazette,  Jnly  17,  1838,  and  the  AustrtUian  of  the  same  date. 
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1838.        agreement  purported  to  bear  date  of  the  4tli  December,  1837,  but 

In  re        ^&9  proved  not  to  have  been  executed  until  the  27th  of  that  montb, 

Roberts,     although  in  the  meantime  the  business  was  carried  on  the  same  as  if 

Doiding  C.J.  Boheris  had  been  in  the  office,  the  object  of  antedating  the  agreement 

having  evidently  been  to  cover  this  interval.    Had  these  facts  been 

brought  before  the  court  by  extnnaic  evidence,  the  Court  could  only 

have  pursued  one  course,  its  duty  is  clearly  laid  down  by  the  statutes : 

the  one  party,  the  attorney,  must  have  been  struck  off  the  rolls,  and 

the  other  must  have  been  transported  for  seven  years,  but  the  Judges 

did  not  wish  to  act  so  stringently  with  the  parties,  as  these  facts  came 

to  the  knowledge  of  the  Court  by  their  own  admission,  and  they  would 

only  notify  to  the  parties  that  the  agreement  must  be  cancelled.    The 

circumstances  attending  the  investigation  had  led  the  Judges  to  come 

to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  necessary  to  restrain  attorneys  from 

employing    about  the  business  of    their  offices    men  in    Williams' 

situation.     There  may  have  been  a  time  when  the  law  on  this  point 

could  not  be  strictly  acted  upon  without  inconvenience  to  the  public, 

but  that  is  not  the  case  now.     By  the  Charter  of  Justice  the  Judges 

are  restrained  from  admitting  any  person  to  practice  in  the  Supreme 

Court  of  this  Colony  who  has  been  convicted  of  any  offence  that  would 

restrain  him  from  appearing  in  the  Courts  at  Westminster.     (His 

Honor  here  recited  several  Acts  of  Parliament  on  the  subject,  among 

other  the  Act  12  Geo.  1st,  which  renders  any  person  liable  to  be 

transported  for  seven  years  who  practices  in  any  Court  of  Great 

Britain  after  being  convicted  of  forgery,  perjury,  or  barratry.)    In 

order  to  carry  into  effect  the  plain  object  of  the  law.  His  Honor  said, 

a  case  had  arisen  which  called  on  the  Court  to  take  steps  for  the 

exclusion  of  all  such  persons  from  the  offices  of  attornies,  and  the 

Court  considered   that  this  rule  would  work  no  private  or  public 

injury,  but  make  the  profession  of  the  law  more  respected  and  more 

respectable.     The  Court  had  hoped  that  a  sense  of  what  was  due  to 

the  respectability  of  the  profession  would  have  rendered  the  rule 

unnecessary.     The  time  had  arrived  when  the  services  of  such  persons 

could  be  dispensed  with,  and  the  Court  therefore  made  and  published 

the  following  rule : — 

It  is  ordered  that  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  January,  one  thousand  eight 

hundred  and  thirty>nine,  no  attorney,  solicitor,  or  proctor  of  the  Supreme  Court 

of  New  South  Wales,  shall  employ  as  an  assistant,  clerk,  or  writer,  in  or  abont 

his  business  as  an  attorney,  solicitor,  or  proctor,  any  pecson  who  hath  been  dr 

shall  be  transported  to  this  Colony,  or  convicted  of  forgery,  or  any  other  feloDy, 

or  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  or  common  barratry. 

Jambs  Dowuno,  C.J. 

W.  W.  Bdbton,  J. 

J.  W.  Willis,  J. 
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he  concurred  with  the  decision  which  had  been  come  to  bj  the  Gonrt,  /„  ^t 
he  mast  state  that  daring  the  inrestigation  aereral  cases  came  to  the  I^oberts. 
knowledge  of  the  Judges  which  ooglit  to  hare  come  to  their  knowledge  Burton  J. 
by  other  means,  as  they  mast  haTe  been  known  to  many  peraons  who 
were  equally  interested  with  the  Judges  in  preserving  the  respeetaMlity 
of  the  profession  of  the  law.  The  law  is  a  profession  whieh,  above  all 
others,  requires  that  the  practitioners  shaU  be  men  of  high  character. 
Attorneys  are  persons  appointed  on  accoont  of  their  skill  and  integrity 
to  conduct  the  business  of  ignorant  persons,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  the 
first  importance  that  none  but  such  persons  be  trusted  with  the  power 
of  acting  as  attorneys,  and  on  this  point  the  law  has  been  very  astute. 
The  very  dreumstances  of  the  legal  profession  having  a  monopoly  \a 
in  Older  that  the  Court  may  exercise  a  rigorous  superintendence  over 
the  practitioners,  and  that  the  members  of  the  profession  may  exercise 
a  watchful  superintendence  over  each  other,  and  give  notice  to  the 
Court  of  any  irregularity  that  may  exist,  while  if  the  profession  was 
open  to  all,  thero  would  be  no  means  of  putting  a  stop  to  irregularity 
and  dishonesty.  It  is  therefore  of  the  first  importance  that  ncoie  bat 
persons  of  virtuoas  character  and  good  fame  be  admitted  as  attorneys, 
and  that  none  other  be  admitted  within  the  precincts  of  the  Court. 
A  very  early  statute  (4  Henry  lY)  declares  that  the  Justices  shall 
control  only  such  attorneys  as  are  virtuous  and  of  good  fame.  This 
was  evidently  intended  not  to  confer  pidnranage  on  the  Judges,  but  to 
enable  them  to  exercise  a  control  over  the  persons  who  practice  in  the 
Courts,  and  see  that  none  but  those  who  are  virtuous  and  of  good 
fame,  which  are  not  words  of  mere  form.  By  the  statute  2  G-eo.  II, 
all  attorneys  are  to  take  an  oath  that  they  will  honestly  and  truly 
demean  themselves  as  becomes  attorneys.  By  the  3  James  II  none 
but  honest  men  are  to  be  admitted  attorneys.  By  the  12  G^o.  I, 
if  any  person  convicted  of  forgery,  or  perjury,  afterwards  practice  as 
an  attorney,  the  Judges  can  inquire  summarily  into  the  matter,  and, 
upon  proof,  transport  the  offender  for  seven  years ;  and  by  the  Charter 
the  Judges  are  restrained  from  admitting  anyone  who  has  been  con- 
victed of  any  crime  that  would  prevent  him  from  acting  as  an 
attorney  in  the  Courts  of  England.  It  thus  appeared,  His  Honor 
continued,  that  the  statute  law  of  England  is  very  cautious  in  providing 
that  none  but  persons  of  good  £une  are  admitted  to  practice  in  the 
Courts.  In  Cooper* 9  BeporU  there  is  a  case  which  shows  the  opinion 
of  the  Judges  on  the  point.  A  rule  had  been  obtained  caUing  upon 
an  attorney  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  struck  off  the  roUs. 
It  appeared  thit  he  had  been  convicted  of  stealing  a  guinea  five  years 
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1838.        before,  and  Had  been  burnt  in  the  hand ;  Lord  Mansfield  said,  the 


In  re  question  was,  whether  after  the  conduct  which  the  defendant  had  been 
BoBEBTs.  guilty  of,  he  should  be  allowed  to  remain  on  the  rolls ;  he  certainly 
BuHon  J.  thought  not.  Supposing  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  had  been  convicted  of 
such  an  offence,  the  conviction  would  not  have  removed  him  from  the 
commission,  but  it  could  not  be  said  that  he  was  a  proper  person  to 
remain  there,  but  as  it  was  a  case  of  some  importance  he  would 
consult  all  the  Judges.  Afterwards  his  Lordship,  who,  in  the  mean- 
time, had  consulted  the  twelve  Judges,  said  that  the  rule  must  be 
made  absolute ;  the  defendant  must  be  struck  o£E  the  rolls  not  by  way 
of  punishment  for  the  offence  he  had  committed,  but  because,  having 
been  convicted,  he  was  not  a  fit  person  to  remain  on  the  rolls.  Although 
there  was  a  difference  in  the  letter  his  Honor  could  see  no  difference 
in  the  spirit,  between  attorneys  and  attorneys'  clerks.  In  the  present 
case,  however,  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  Williams  was  more  than 
clerk,  and  that  the  agreement  between  him  and  Mr.  Eoberts  was 
merely  colorable ;  it  doubtless  existed  before  between  Williams  and 
another  person,  and  instead  of  being  a  mere  working  clerk,  no  doubt 
Williams  was  to  ezercLBO  his  skill  as  an  attorney,  and  Mr.  l^berts 
was  to  be  a  mere  tool.  The  words  of  the  Charter  certainly  restrained 
the  Judges  from  admitting  improper  persons  from  acting  as  attorneys, 
but  he  thought  that  although  the  words  "  attorneys'  clerks  *'  were  not 
used,  it  would  have  been  better  if,  when  the  Judges  were  called  upon 
to  act  under  the  Charter^  they  had  construed  it  as  applying  to  attorneys' 
clerks,  for  from  improper  persons  acting  as  clerks  many  evils  may 
arise,  and  a  degraded  master  may  make  use  of  a  very  clerer  convict 
clerk  for  the  commission  of  rogueries  which  he  would  be  afraid  to 
commit  by  himself.  The  laws  on  this  subject  were  not  mere  arbitrary 
provisions,  but  proceeded  on  principle.  The  Legislature  has  not  taken 
the  same  steps  with  regard  to  any  other  profession,  but  in  all  other 
trades  or  professions  a  person  after  his  conviction  may  follow  his 
profession  the  same  as  before.  There  was  the  sacred  profession  which 
the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  would  take  care  that  a  person,  after  conviction, 
did  not  profane,  but  there  is  no  express  legislative  enactment  on  the 
subject.  In  the  practice  of  physic,  which  is  the  neit  learned  pro- 
fession, and  indeed  in  all  professions  and  trades,  a  person  is  free  to 
follow  it  after  conviction  of  felony.  The  Legislature  has  given  a 
monopoly  for  the  purpose  of  limiting  the  greater  control  over  them, 
and  that  none  but  properly  qualified  persons  conduct  the  business  in 
Court.  He  knew  it  was  a  common  reproach  that  the  law  is  uncertain, 
but  it  is  not  so,  and  he  hardly  ever  heard  a  case  where  this  was  imputed 
but  the  uncertainty  had  arisen  from  the  ignorance  or  mistake  of  the 
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practitioners.  It  is  a  highly  important  question  who  shall  be  appointed  1S38. 
attorneys,  for  they  not  only  stand  in  highly  confidential  situations,  but  jn  re 
stand  in  the  very  portals  of  the  Court,  so  that  none  can  enter  but  Roberts. 
througb  them.  Having  these  views,  it  was  with  regret  that  he  found  Burton  J. 
persons  under  sentence  had  been  acting  as  attorneys  and  attorneys' 
clerks,  not  within  the  knowledge  of  the  Court,  but  within  the  knowledge 
of  many  others,  who  had  not  done  what  it  was  their  duty  to  do,  stand 
forward  and  bring  the  matter  before  the  Court.  In  consequence  of 
what  had  transpired  on  the  trial  of  Beilby  he  (the  Judge)  considered 
it  his  duty  to  bring  the  conduct  of  John  "Williams  before  the  Court. 
In  consequence  of  his  having  done  so,  Williams  handed  him  a  variety 
of  testimonials,  on  which  he  would  make  a  few  remarks.  Notwith- 
standing the  King  of  England  took  the  view  of  the  law  he  had  been 
laying  down,  it  appeared  that  others  took  a  difiEerent  view.  The  first 
document  he  would  allude  to  was  the  petition  of  Elizabeth  the  wife  of 
John  Williams,  who  stated  that  her  husband  arrived  in  1829,  and  in 
1832  receired  a  ticket  of  leave,  for  having  prosecuted  to  conviction 
three  receivers  of  stolen  property;  that  petitioner  arrived  in  the 
Colony,  having  paid  her  own  passage,  and  put  the  Government  to  no 
expense  on  that  account,  on  the  assurance  of  the  Under  Secretary  of 
State,  that  immediately  on  her  arrival  here,  her  husband  would  be  made 
free  within  the  Colony  and  allowed  to  practice  in  his  profession.  This 
statement  was  certainly  uncorroborated,  but  from  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  made,  he  supposed  it  to  be  true,  and  it  certainly 
showed  that  a  different  view  of  the  law  was  taken  by  that  functionary. 
Another  document  was  a  petition  presented  to  the  late  Acting  G-ovemor 
by  Williams  ;  it  stated  that  the  petitioner  arrived  in  the  Colony  in  the 
year  1829,  and  that  from  the  12  October,  1880,  to  May,  1832,  while 
the  petitioners  late  master  transacted  the  law  business  of  the  Com- 
mLnariat  and  Internal  Bevenue  Offices,  the  business  was  managed  by 
petitioner,  who  always  did  his  best  to  forward  the  interest  of  the 
Government;  that  William  Macpherson,  Esquire,  having  had  great 
difficulty  to  recover  money  under  certain  mortgages  through  the  delay 
of  the  Crown  Officers,  requested  the  petitioner  to  draw  up  a  form  of 
mortgage  by  which  he  could  get  the  money  without  delay;  the 
petitioner  accordingly  drew  up  a  form  of  mortgage  containing  a  power 
of  sale,  which  was  approved  of  by  the  Attorney  and  Solicitor  General, 
and  afterwards  printed  with  blanks,  whereby  the  public  business  was 
much  forwarded,  that  petitioner  also  devised  and  drew  up  a  form  for 
the  security  of  quit  rent ;  also  an  improved  series  of  land  sales,  and  an 
approved  form  for  grants,  particularly  for  the  land  in  Bridge-street, 
where  it  was  necessary  to  make  parties  build  to  a  certain  plan.    To  this 
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1888.        petition  was  annexed  copies  of  certain  testimonials  of  character  wkicli 


In  re  'were  annexed  to  a  former  petition ;  the  reason  why  copies  instead  of 
Roberts,  original  testimonials  were  appended  would  easily  suggest  itself  to  the 
Burton  J.  xninds  of  the  parties  who  signed  the  original  petition.  He  certainly 
would  have  been  more  pleased  to  hare  seen  a  recommendation  for  mercy 
grounded  on  general  good  character,  or  as  he  had  been  employed  in 
an  attorney's  office,  on  the  ground  of  his  having  done  his  duty  honestly 
and  fairly,  but  it  was  certainly  a  novelty  to  find  a  petitioner  trusting 
on  the  grounds  that  Williams  had.  He  would  read  one  of  the  testi- 
monials, "  I  have  known  Mr.  Williams,  clerk  to  IMr.  Nicol  Allan,  and 
during  the  fifteen  months  that  he  transacted  the  law  business  of  the 
Internal  Eevenue  Office,  Mr.  Williams  displayed  great  care  and  pains. 
Of  forty-two  cases  of  which  he  had  the  management,  he  succeeded  in 
twenty-seven,  twelve  are  now  pending,  and  one  only  has  gone  adversely, 
through  a  party  who  was  under  age  signing  a  note."  Afterwards  the  same 
officer  states  that  he  often  noticed  the  good  conduct  of  Williams,  when 
he  had  frequent  interviews  with  him,  at  the  time  that  Mr.  N.  Allan  was 
conducting  the  business  of  the  office.  His  Honor  said  it  was  apparent 
•  that  although  at  this  time  the  name  of  Mr.  Allan  was  used,  Williams 

was  consulted  as  attorney ;  it  was  known  he  was  acting  as  an  attorney, 
and  his  advice  was  taken,  although  at  this  time  there  was  an  Attorney 
and  Solicitor  General  within  reach.  The  conduct  and  situation  of 
Williams  must  have  been  known  to  the  profession,  for  he  found 
certificates  from  several  of  them,  which  he  would  read  ;  he  would  not 
mention  names,  but  the  gentleman  would  probably  recognize  the 
language.  (His  Honor  here  read  extracts  of  several  certificates  from 
Counsel,  speaking  liighly  of  Williams'  legal  acquirements  and  of 
meeting  him  in  consultation,  &c.)  These  certificates.  His  Honor  said, 
did  not  go  to  Williams'  good  character  as  a  convict  servant,  but  to  his 
legal  acquirements.  But,  the  situation  of  Williams  was  known  not 
only  to  the  profession  but  to  the  public,  for  he  found  certificates 
from  three  persons  who  had  been  his  clients,  and  who  spoke  of  him 
as  conducting  Mr.  Allan's  business,  and  in  fact  knew  him  as  a  trans- 
ported person  in  the  full  management  of  a  business  as  an  attorney. 
Again,  in  the  course  of  the  investigation  the  Court  had  learned  the 
startling  fact  that,  on  the  death  of  Mr.  Nicol  Allan,  six  rival  attorneys 
of  the  Supreme  Court  proposed  themsekes  as  colleagues  to  Wiliiftos^ ; 
DOW  for  what  could  this  be  but  for  the  business  that  Williams  would 
bring  with  him?  There  is  no  occasion  to  mention  their  names: 
suffieiejftt  reproof  would  come  from  their  own  minds,  for  they  could  but 
think  meanly  of  themselves  when  they  considered  the  degradeo 
situation  in  which  they  had   been  placed.      Neither  of  these  8^ 
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however  were  received,  but  Mr.  Boberts,  a  Beventh  attorney,  vag  the        1838. 
person  who  was  elected,  bo  that  Beven   attorneya   of  the  Supreme        Jure 
Ck>urt  stood  impeadbed  with  having  acted  in  this  dishonorable  manner.     Roberts. 
The  Court  had  performed  its  duty  in  reminding  the  profession  of     Burton  J. 
theirs ;  he  trusted  thnt  the  rule  of  Court  which  had  been  read  by  the 
Chief  Justice  would  prove  salutary.      Unless  the  members  of  the 
profession,  when  they  know  of  the  existence  of  any  irregularity,  bring 
it  before  the  Court,  the  Judges  are  naturally  inert,  for  of  course  they 
cannot  prosecute  in  a  matter  in  which  they  are  to  be  judges ;  but  the 
members  of  the  bar,  the  attorneys,  or  the  public,  when  any  circum- 
stances come  to  their  knowledge,  should  bring  it  before  the  Court. 
Upon  looking  into  the  matter  he' did  not  consider  Williams  was  so 
worthy  a  character  as  some  of  the  certificates  appeared  to  consider 
him.     With  regard  to  the  conviction  of  the  three  receivers  of  stolen 
property,  he  had  made  inquiries  in  the  propor  quarter,  and  found  that 
in  1831,  a  man  named  John  Williams,  assigned  to  Mr.  Macquoid,  was 
found  guilty  of  obtaining  a  box  belonging  to  another  person  of  the 
same  name.    This  Williams  was  sent  on  board  the  hulk,  whence  he 
sent  a  letter  to  a  woman  named  Wylie  ;   this  letter  got  into  the 
possession   of  Mr.   George  Jilks,  Chief  Constable  of    Sydney,  and 
through  that  some  of  the  property  taken  in  the  box  was  traced  to  the 
possession  of  three  persons,  so  that  all  that  bad  been  done  by  Williams 
in  the  matter  was   the  identification  of  certain  portions  of  his  own 
property  which  had  been>  stolen  from  him.     From  circumstances  that 
had  come  to  his  knowledge  he  did  not  believe  that  Williams  was  such 
a  worthy  character  as  had  been  represented  ;  on  the  trial  of  Beilby  it 
appeared  that  young  Beilby  was  in  the  habit  of  consulting  Williams 
at  the  time  that  the  scheme  for  defrauding  the  creditors  was  being 
concocted,  and,  although  there  was  no  positive  proof  that  Williams 
knew  of  the  fraud,  yet  from  the  part  he  had  taken,  the  nature  of  the 
queries  put  to  Williams,  and  the  answers  which  were  in  hia  handwriting, 
he  had  strong  suspicion  that  he  did.    The  Chief  Justice  had  said  that 
whon  the  matter  was  before  the  Judges  the  parties  had  answered 
candidly.     Mr.  Eoberts  certainly  had,  but  he  thought  Williams  had 
acted  more  craftily.      When  first  asked,  he  said  that  he  was  confident 
the  agreement  was  signed  on  the  6th  of  December,  but  it  was  after- 
wards proved  that  it  was  not  signed  until  the  27th  December,  although 
the  business  had  all  along  been  conducted  in  Mr.  Roberts*  name  ;  the 
object  therefore  of    stating  a  wrong  day  was   obvious,    and   when 
Williams'  attention  was  drawn  to  the  fact,  he  said  he  had  been  deceived 
by  an  entry  in  his  book.    There  having  been  so  much  forgetf ulness  on 
the  part  of  many  persons,  the  Judges  having  been  left  entirely  alone 
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1838.        in  the  matter,  all  tbe  circumstances  of  the  case  Haying  been  known  to 

/,i  ,.e        the  whole  community,  and  no  one  having  brought  the  matter  before 

Roberts,     ^y^q  Court,  only  one  course  remained  for  the  Judges.     He  fully  agreed 

Burton  J.     with  his  learned  brethren  that  considering  the  manner  in  which  the 

Court  had  arrived  at  a  knowledge  of  the  facts,  the  case  could  not  be 

treated  with  as  much  severity  as  if  it  had  been  acquired  in  another 

shape,  and  he  did  not  think  it  was  a  case  for  punishment.    Another 

circumstance  was,  that  from  the  certificates  that  he  had  alluded  to,  it 

appeared  that  such  had  been  the  sense,  however  obtuse,  of  msjij 

persons,  and  as  they  were  countenanced  from  first  to  last,  and  had 

been  patronised  by  so  many  parties,  he  did  not  think  it  would  be  right 

to  punish  them,  and  he,  therefore,  agreed  with  the  Court,  that  a 

middle  course  was  the  best. 

WiLLTs,  J.,  concurred. 
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EEGINA  V.  SCHOFIELD  (I).  1838. 


Q-aminff — 18  Geo.  II,  cap,  34,  see,  8.  «y  .      . 

DowUng  C  J. 
The  Acfc,  18  Geo.  II,  cap.  84,  sec.  8,  is  not  applicable  to  this  Colony  from  want      Burton  J. 
of  machinery  to  carry  the  same  into  effect.  *^^ 

There  are  no  legally-recognised  poor  in  the  Colony. 

This  was  an  information  filed  by  the  Attorney-Qeneral  on  the  stat. 
18  Geo.  II  c.  34,  s.  8,  for  gaming.  The  first  count  charged  the  defen- 
dants with  winning  money  at  cards  of  one  Thomas  CkasUng^  ahove  the 
value  of  £10  at  one  time.  The  second  count  charged  them  with  win- 
ning of  the  same  person  above  £10  within  twenty-four  hours,  that  is 
to  say  the  sum  of  £80. 

At  the  trial  before  Burton  J.  during  the  last  criminal  session  the 
Jury  found  Schqfield  guilty  of  winning  £80  within  twenty-four  hours, 
and  acquitted  the  other  defendant.  It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  that  the  statute  in  question  was  not  in  force  in  this  Colony 
inasmuch  as  the  fine  imposed  thereby  for  the  offence  contemplated,  is 
directed  "  to  go  to  the  poor  of  the  parish  or  place  where  the  offence 
shall  be  committed/'  and  as  there  was  no  legal  poor  in  this  Colony, 
the  judgment  of  the  law  could  not  be  carried  into  effect.  The  learned 
Judge  doubted  the  applicability  of  the  statute  to  this  Colony,  con- 
ceiving that  "  the  poor  of  the  parish  or  place  "  had  reference  to  the 
poor  persons  maintained  by  force  of  the  poor  laws  of  England^  and 
that  consequently  was  local  in  its  application ;  but  he  reserved  the 
question  for  consideration. 

Foster,  and  Windeyer,  in  support  of  the  objection,  contended  that 
the  statute  was  local,  and  could  not  be  applied  to  this  Colony.  The 
statute  enacts  that  the  party  conyicted  "  shall  be  fined  five  times  the 
value  of  the  sum  won  or  lost ;  which  fine  (after  such  charges  as  the 
Court  shall  judge  reasonable,  allowed  to  the  prosecutors,  and  evidence 
out  of  the  same)  shall  go  to  the^oor  of  the  parish,  or  place  where  such 
offence  shall  be  committed."    The  sentence  thus  imposed  by  the  law 

(1)  From  vol.  6  of  Sir  James  Bowling's  MS.  notes  of  select  esses,  and  reported 
lets  fully  in  the  Sydney  Oaxette,  18  Aug.  and  25  Sept.,  1338,  and  Auetralian, 
25  Sept.,  1888. 
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Rbqina      within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.    The  statute  means  le^al  poor,  that 
„     ^'  is  persons  maintained  by  parochial  relief,  from  a  fund  compulsorily 

raised  upon  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish.  Here  there  are  no  poor 
laws,  and  no  poor  in  the  legal  acceptation  of  the  term.  The  penalty 
is  directed  to  be  paid  to  persons  not  in  existence,  and  therefore  the 
statute  is  inapplicable,  and  cannot  be  enforced.  This  being  a  penal 
statute  must  be  strictly  construed.  However  desirable  it  may  be  to 
discourage  the  vice  of  gaming,  yet  until  the  local  Legislature,  by  virtue 
of  the  statute  .9  Geo.  lY,  c.  83,  s.  24,  shall  declare  this  statute  to  beiu 
force  in,  or  modify  it  to  meet  the  circumstances  of  the  Colony,  it  can- 
not be  carried  into  effect.  The  case  of  Bex  v.  Moloney  (2)  decided 
by  a  majority  of  this  court  on  1st  February,  1836,  is  an  authority  in 
point,  which  determined  that  the  English  Marriage  Act  was  not  in 
force  here,  from  want  of  machinery.  So  in  this  case  there  is  no 
machinery  to  carry  out  the  pnnciple  of  the  law,  and  it  must  remain 
inoperative  until  adapted  by  the  local  Legislature  to  the  actual  state 
of  the  Colony. 

The  Attorney- General  (Plunket)  and  Therry,  in  support  of  the 
conviction. 

The  21:th  sec.  of  the  New  South  Wales  Act,  enacts  that  all  the  laws 
of  England  shall  be  applied  in  the  administration  of  Justice  in  the 
Courts  of  New  South  Wales  so  far  as  the  same  can  be  applied  in  the 
Colony.  The  question  is  can  this  Gaming  Act  be  applied  to  any  extent 
in  the  Colony  bo  as  to  put  down  the  vice  of  gaming?  It  ia  not 
necessary  to  show  that  it  can  be  applied  in  all  its  provisions.  This 
defendant  has  been  legally  convicted  of  winning  £80,  and  the  law  says 
he  shall  pay  a  fine  five  times  the  value  of  the  sum  won.  As  it  respects 
him  it  is  wholly  immaterial  what  becomes  of  the  fine.  There  is  great 
distinction  between  the  imposition  and  the  appropriation  of  the  fine. 
It  is  not  because  the  fine  cannot  be  applied  in  the  precise  manner 
pointed  out  by  the  Statute,  that  the  defendant  is'  to  go  unpunished. 
But  here  the  provision  of  the  Statute  may  be  substantially  carried  into 
effect,  by  appropriating  it  to  the  Benevolent  Asylum  of  Farramatta 
where  the  offence  was  committed.  "  Poor  of  the  place,"  does  not 
necessarily  mean  paupers  maintained  by  compulsory  law.  These  words 
may  bo  satisfied  by  showing  either  that  there  are  any  poor  persons  in 
the  place,  or  that  tLere  are  any  voluntary  charitable  institutions 
established  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  where  the  offence  was  committed. 
But  even  if  there  are  no  poor^  then  the  consequence  must  be,  that  the 

(2)  Ante,  p.  74. 
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fine  mast  be  appropriated  to  the  Grown  ;  or  it  tnaj  go  as  is  provided 
bj  the  Statute  to  the  prosecutors  and  witnesses.  In  Rexv,  Wyait  (3), 
which  was  a  conviction  under  the  Statute  5  Anne  c.  14,  which  appoints 
half  the  penalty  to  the  poor  of  the  parish,  where  the  offence  happens 
to  be  committed,  it  was  held  to  be  no  objection  that  the  offence  was 
alleged  to  be  apud  villam  de  Mottram  Andrews,  for  it  was  said  bj  the 
Court,  that  if  there  be  such  a  parish  as  Mottram  Andrews,  it  shall  be 
intended  be  coextensive  with  the  viU ;  but,  if  the  offence  was  committed 
in  a  villy  which  was  extra  parochial,  then  the  informer  shall  have  the 
whole.  Here  if  there  be  no  legal  poor,  then  the  penalty  may  be 
applied  first  in  paying  the  prosecutor  and  witnesses,  such  reasonable 
charges  as  the  Court  may  allow,  and  the  residue  may  be  appropriated 
by  the  Crown. 

Fosier  in  reply.    The  Court  can  only  expound,  they  cannot  make 

law.     Here  the  law  specially  appropriates  the  penalty  to  a  particular 

fund.     If  there  be  no  such  fund,  they  cannot  appropriate  it  otherwise 

without  going  beyond  the  law.     If  there  had  been  no  specific  mode  of 

appropriation  pointod  out  then  the  fine  must  belong  to  the  Crown. 

The  Court  would  be  going  out  of  the  Act,  if  they  were  to  award  *the 

penalty  in  any  other  manner.     If  the  Court  were  to  adjudge   the 

amount  of  the  penalty,  and  to  award  its  payment  to  a  different  fund 

from  that  prescribed  by  the  law,  it  would  be  error  on  the  record.     A 

judgment  must  be  good  in  all  its  parts.     It  cannot  be  good  in  part  and 

bad  in  parts.    This  Act  must  be  capable  of  being  enforced  in  all  its 

terms  or  it  is  inapplicable  to  the  Colony. 

Cur,  ado.  vult. 


1838. 


Begin  A. 
I. 

BCHOFIELO. 


Judgment  was  delivered,  22nd  September,  as  follows : — 

The  Chief  Justice.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  stat.  18  Geo.  II, 
c.  34,  s.  8,  is  inapplicable  to  this  Colony  for  want  oF  machinery  to  carry 
it  into  effect.  This  is  a  penal  and  not  a  remedial  statute,  and  there- 
fore upon  the  well  settled  principle  respecting  such  statutes,  must  be 
construed  most  strictly.  In  carrying  the  sentence  prescribed  by  the 
Act  into  effect,  it  must  appear  upon  the  record  to  follow  the  terms  of 
the  Act  in  such  manner  as  to  leave  no  part  of  the  judgment  or  execu- 
tion liable  to  uncertainty.  The  only  difficulty  I  had  at  first,  was,  whether 
there  might  not  be  a  distinction  between  the  imposition  and  tho 
appropriation  of  the  penalty,  and  whether  we  wer^  not  at  liberty  at  all 
events,  to  impose  the  penalty,  so  as  to  punish  the  offender,  and  leave 
the  appropriation  of  it  untouched  by  our  judgment ;  but  I  am  now 

(3)  2  Ld.  Ray.,  1478. 
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1838.        satisfied  that  we  could  not  take  that  course.     The  judgment  of  the  la\t 

Reoina      under  this  Act  is  an  entire  thing, — the  imposition  and  the  appropria- 

o      ''•  tion  are  not  severable,  but  must  form  one  entire  adjudication.     The 

SCHOFIELD.  .  '  .  ... 

Act  directs  the  amount  of  the  fine,  and  its  mode  of  appropriation,  in  a 
particular  manner, — first  in  allowing  such  charges  as  the  Court  shall 
judge  reasonable  to  the  prosecutors  and  eyidence  out  of  tbe  amount, 
and  secondly  in  awarding  the  residue  to  go  to  f  he  poor  of  the  parish  or 
place  where  the  offence  shall  be  committed.  This  appropriation  should 
appear  with  certainty,  and  particularity  on  the  record  or  the  record  of 
conyiction  would  be  yoid  on  the  face  bf  it.  It  is  a  well  settled  principle 
that  a  conviction  must  be  good  in  all  its  parts  (4)  ;  the  judgment  in 
particular,  being  an  entire  act,  cannot  be  severed,  and  therefore  if  it  is 
bad  as  to  part,  the  whole  is  thereby  vacated,  although  the  several  parts 
may  be  in  their  nature  distinct.  Thus  a  conviction  for  not  accounting 
for  tolls,  and  also  for  not  paying  over  the  receipts,  being  defective  as 
to  the  latter  offence,  for  not  specifying  the  sums,  though  correct  as  to 
the  former  was  discharged  altogether.  22.  v,  Catherall  (5).  In  B.  r. 
Sedle  (6),  where  the  stat.  42,  Geo.  Ill,  c.  119,  against  illegal  lotteries, 
directing  the  penalty  to  be  distributed  one-third  to  the  informer  and 
one-third  to  the  person  apprehending  or  securing  the  offender,  a 
conviction  directing  the  penalty  to  be  distributed  as  the  law  directs, 
without  ascertaining  to  whom  the  last  third  is  to  be  paid  (the  person 
being  uncertain)  is  bad.  In  adjudicating  in  this  case  we  are  not  at 
liberty  to  go  out  of  the  statute.  We  must  adhere  to  its  terms  without 
deviation.  The  whole  diflBculty  here  arises  as  to  the  mode  of 
appropriating  the  fine  as  part  of  the  judgment.  It  is  no  doubt  laid 
down  in  Rawh,  P.  C,  62,  c.  26,  s.  17,  and  B,  v.  Milland  (7)  that  all 
fines  for  offences  created  by  any  penal  statute,  would,  if  not  otherwise 
appropriated  by  the  Statutes  themselves,  belong  to  the  Crown.  Had 
this  Statute  been  silent  as  to  the  mode  of  appropriation,  then  we  should 
have  no  difficulty ;  but  having  expressly  appropriated  the  fine  in  a 
particular  manner,  we  are  driven  to  the  inquiry,  who  are  meant  by  the 
poor  of  the  parish  or  place  where  the  offence  was  committed  ?  If  we 
were  called  upon  to  expound  the  law  in  England^  there  is  no  doubt  we 
should  be  constrained  to  hold  that  parochial  paupers  maintained  out  of 
parish  rates,  levied  by  law,  and  which  are  distributed  and  managed  by 
guardians  and  overseers  appointed  by  the  lay  payers,  were  intended. 
Can  we  come  to  any  other  conclusion  sitting  here  ?  Are  there  any 
other  poor  of  the  parish  or  place  where  this  offence  was  committed, 
answering  the  description  contemplated  by  the  law  ?    "We  must  take 

(4)  The  King  v,  SahmofM,  1  T.  fi.,  251.  (5)  2  Stra.,  900. 

(6)  8  East,  568.  (7)  1  Barr.,  576. 


SUPREME   COURT   CASES.  101 

judicial  notice  that  there  are  no  poor  laws  in  this  Cotol^j,  and  no  poor        1838. 
in  the  legal  sense  of  the  word.    The  mere  fact  of  there  J>eii5g  a  voluntary      Regina 
association  of  benevolent  subscribers  to  an  institutioli-'fcr  affording   „      *'• 

/     *l  SCHOFIELD. 

casual  relief  to  poor  or  infirm  persons,  will  not  satisfy  'thV  definition 

given  in  the  Act ;  and  therefore  it  appears  to  me  that  there  itfi  want  of 

•  • « 
some  legislative  modification  to  carry  this  very  salutary  law  in^o  effect. 

By  the  stat.  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  s.  24!,  the  duty  is  imposed  oi>*jup  of 

adjudging  as  to  the  application  of  any  English  laws  or  statutes  tt{\I>e 

Colony  where  any  doubts  arise  thereon,  in  order  to  enable  the  local,.-' 

Legislature  to  declare  whether  such  laws  or  statutes  shall  be  deemed  i<x    y . 

extend  to  the  Colony,  or  to  make  such  modifications  thereof,  within  the '  »;*•./  . 

same,   as   may  be  deemed  expedient  in  that  behalf.     Having  thus      •*'.*•' 

adjudicated  in  the  present  case  it  will  be  for  the  local  Legislature  to  •%'/' 

determine,  whether  they  will  so  adopt  and  modify  the  Act  in  question,  *••/•* 

in  such  a  manner  as  will  carry  its  highly  beneficial  principles  into  *    :\ 

operation  in  this  Colony.    The  authority  of  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Wyatt  (4) 

cited  in  argument  is  very  doubtful,  for  in  Mex  v,  Friest  (8),  it  was 

decided  that  an  award  expressly  to  the  poor  of  a  lownahip,  where  the 

statute  spoke  of  a  parish  was  irregular.     There  have  been  Acts  passed 

in  England  to  regulate  the  mode  of  accounting  for  and  paying  fines  as 

arise  upon  convictions  before  justices,  not   otherwise  provided  for. 

The  3  Geo.  lY,  c.  46,  is  a  general  Act  upon  this  subject,  and  directs 

all  fines  <&c.  (save  and  except  the  game  shall  by  virtue  of  any  Act  or 

Acts  of  Parliament  made,  or  to  be  made,  be  otherwise  directed  to  be 

levied,  recovered,  appropriated ^  or  disposed  of)  shall  be  disposed  of  in 

the  particular  manner  there  pointed  out.     But  for  the  express  provision 

as  to  the  appropriation  of  the  penalty  in  the  present  Act,  as  I  said, 

before,  there  would  have  been  no  difficulty,  but  from  the  peculiar 

terms  of  it,  we  are  bound  to  treat  it  as  a  local  Act,  and  at  present  not 

applicable  to  New  South  "Wales. 

Burton  J.  concurred. 

"Willis  J.  concurred  (9). 

Conviction  arrested. 

(8)  6  T.  R.,  633. 
(9)  But  "  doubted,"  according  to  the  note  of  the  Chief  Justice. 
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1839.  •'  '''-  Ex'parte  BUCHANAN.  (1) 


July  12.       M(ind<%wu8 — Jurisdiction  o/MaguftrcUe  doubtful — Sydney  Building  Act,  8  WUL IV, 

.••V*'  No.  6. 

Bowling Q.  J.  ;'•..* 

iriV/w  J.        '-^^'e  Sydney  Building  Act,  8  Will.  IV,  No.  6,  is  apparently  copied  from  U 

Sfe^he  I  j'^.G^^*'  ^^I»  ^'  78,  which  provides  for  the  inspection  of  certain  buildings  by  the 

*,/   /jbistrict  Surveyor,  ''and  such  surveyor  for  his  trouble  thereon,  shall  be  paid  Uy 

.*  V.''   anch  master-workman,  or  person  causing  such  building  or  wall  to  be  built,  sach 

•'•."•••      sum  of  money  for  his  trouble  therein  cls  two  jufUices  shall j  hy  any  writing  under 

•\*         their  hands^  order,  not  exceeding,  &c.,"  "and  in  default  of  payment  of  such 

'•'/.  •  sums,  or  such  other  sums  as  such  justices  ahdll  appoint,"  the  same  shall  be  levied 

;''.^**  by  distress  and  sale  under  the  warrant  of  one  justice.     The  local  Act  omits  the 

words  Jn  italics.     Although  the  Court  did  not  decide  that  the  magistrates  had 

no  jurisdiction  to  issue  a  warrant  to  recover  fees  under  the  Act,  but  merely  that 

it  was  a  doubtful  case,  held,  that  the  Court  ought  not  to  interfere  by  mandamw, 

to  compel  the  magistrates  to  act,  when  by  so  doing,  the  latter  might  be  subjected 

to  an  action. 

The  facts  in  this  case  appear  suf&cientlj  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Oliief  Justice, 

July  12.  The  Chief  Justice  :  This  was  an  application  at  the  instance  of 

Mr.  Buchanan,  Town  Surveyor  of  Sydaey,  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
be  directed  to  H,  C.  Wilson,  Esq.,  and  two  other  Justices  of  the 
Peace,  commanding  them  to  issue  their  warrant  for  levying  by  distresB 
and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  Mr.  W.  Nash,  certain  rates  oi' 
payment,  claimed  to  be  due  to  the  applicant  for  his  trouble  in  viewing, 
and  seeing  that  all  the  rules  and  regulations  contained  in  the  Sydne/ 
Building  Act,  8  Wm.  IV,  No.  6,  had  been  well  and  truly  observed. 
It  appears,  as  alleged,  that  Mr.  Nash  had  become  liable  to  pay  Mr. 
Buchanan  QeviSiin  rates,  as  Town  Surveyor,  in  the  performance  of  his 
duty  under  the  Act,  and  having,  upon  application  refused  to  p«iy 
them,  Mr.  Buchanan  resorted  to  the  Bench  of  Justices  in  Sydney 
for  a  distress  warrant  under  the  56th  section  to  levy  the  same ; 
but  the  Justices,  doubting  their  jurisdiction,  refused  it,  and  we 
are  now  called  upon  to  determine  whether  this  is  a  case  in  which 
the  Court  will  grant  a  vtandamus.  The  local  ordinance  in  question 
appears  to  have  been  framed  upon,  and  almost  copied  from  the 
London  and  Westminster  Building  Act,  14  George  III,  c.  78, 
but  there  is  a  difference  between  the  63rd  section  of  that  Act, 
and  the  corresponding  section  (56),  of  the  local  ordinance,  which 

(1)  The  Sydney  Herald,  July  17,  1839. 
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is,  in  my  opinion,  yeiy  essential.    By  the  64th  section  of  the  London        1839. 


Act,  it  is  enacted,  **that  before  any  building  op  wall,  or  new  or  old     Ex  parte 
foundations,  or  on  foundations  partly  new  and  partly  old,  within   Buchanan. 
the  limitB  of  this  Act,  shall  be  begun  to  be  built,  the  master-work-  Dowling  C.J. 
man,  or  person  causing  such  building  to  be  built,  shall  give  twenty- 
four  hours'  notice  thereof  to  the  surveyor  within  whose  district  the 
same  shall  be ;  and  such  surveyor  shall  view  such  building,  and  see 
that  all  regulations  are  observed,  and  such  surveyor  for  his  trouble 
thereon,  shall  be  paid  by  such  master-workman,  or  person  causing  such 
building  or  wall  to  be  built,  such  sum  of  money  for  his  trouble  therein 
as  two  Justices  shally  by  any  writing  under  their  hands,  order,  not 
exceeding"  (the  scale  of  fees  therein  set  out),  "and  in  default  of 
payment  of  such  sums,  or  such  other  sums  as  such  justices  shall  appoint, 
the  same  shall,  by  warrant  of  one  justice  be  levied  by  distress  and  sale 
of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  such  master- workman,  or  other  person, 
together  with  the  costs  of  distress."    The  5(3th  section  of  the  Local 
Ordinance  is  nearly  in  the  same  terms,  but  omitting  the  important 
words  "  as  two  justices  shall,  by  any  icriting  under  their  hands,  order," 
and  also  the  words  "  or  such  other  sums  as  such  justices  shall  appoint,** 
By  the  London  Act,  it  is  obvious  that  a  jurisdiction  is  given  to  the 
justices  to  hear  and  determine,  and  award  by  writing  under  their  hands, 
what  sum  of  money  is  due  to  the  surveyor  for  his  trouble,  according  to 
the  rates  prescribed,  and  in  default  of  payment  of  the  sum  so  adjudi- 
cated to  be  due,  or  such  other  sums  as  the  justices  shall  appoint,  they 
are  authorised  to  grant  a  warrant  of  distress  to  levy  the  same.    This 
jurisdiction  so  given,  necessarily  imparts  the  power  of  summoning  the 
parties  before  the  justices,  hearing  the  complainant,  and  the  defendant, 
and  their  witnesses,  respectively,  and  deciding  judicially  whether  any- 
thing, and  what  is  due  to  the  surveyor.    The  justices  are  not  abso- 
lutely to  award  the  scale  of  rates  prescribed,  but  to  award  a  quantum 
meruit,  not  exceeding  that  scale,  for  the  trouble  which  the  surveyor  has 
had.     The  extent  of  his  labour  and  trouble  is  matter  of  evidence,  and 
is  not  left  to  the  mere  judgment  of  the  surveyor  himself.     The  juris- 
diction thus  carved  out,  is  consonant  with  the  principles  of  natural 
justice, and  the  constitutional  principle  on  which  every  court  of  justice 
is  founded.    "  In  every  Court,"  as  Sir  W,  BlacJcstone  says  (3  Com.  25), 
*^  there  must  be  at  least  three  constituent  parts,  the  actor,  reus,  and 
judex.    The  actor,  or  plaintiff,  who  complains  of  an  injury  done  ;  the 
reus,  or  defendant,  who  is  called  upon  to  make  satisfaction  for  it ;  and 
Hie  judex,  or  judicial  power,  which  is  to  examine  the  truth  of  the  fact, 
and,  if  any  injury  appears  to  have  been  done,  to  ascertain,  and,  by  its 
officers,  to  apply  the  remedy."     It  is  clear  that  no  such  jurisdiction  is 
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1839.        given  to  the  Jasticos  bj  the  Sydney  Building  Act.    They  have  no  power 


Ex  pane  of  hearing  and  determining  whether  the  surveyor's  claim  is  just  or 
Buchanan,  reasonable.  It  is  sufficient  that  the  surveyor  informs  them  that  he  had 
Doxdxng  C.J.  not  been  paid,  and  without  further  inquiry  he  has  a  right  to  demand  a 
warrant  of  distress  and  sale.  In  effect,  the  Justices  are  mere  instru- 
ments in  the  hands  of  the  surveyor — he  is  the  judex^  and  they  his 
officers  to  apply  the  remedy  pointed  out  by  the  Act.  It  was  contended 
that  it  was  impossible  to  carry  this  section  of  the  ordinance  into 
operation  without  violating  common  reason,  inasmuch  as  it  is  contrary 
to  common  reason,  nay,  absurd,  that  a  man  should  be  a  judge  in  his 
own  case.  On  the  other  hand  it  is  said,  "  ita  lex  tcripta  est"  and  the 
Court  has  no  power  to  depart  from  it,  without  usurping  the  unconsti- 
tutional province  of  legislating.  It  was  agreed,  in  the  words  of 
Professor  Ohrisfain^  "  that  if  an  Act  of  the  Legislature  is  clearly 
and  unequivocally  expressed,  it  is  neither  void  in  its  direct  nor 
collateral  consequences,  however  absurd  and  unreasonable  they  may 
appear,"  but  it  was  admitted,  "that  if  the  Act  will  admit  of 
doubt,  it  will  not  then  be  presumed  that  that  construction  can  be 
agreeable  to  the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  the  consequences  of 
which  are  unreasonable ;  but  where  the  signification  of  a  statute  is 
manifest,  no  authority  less  than  that  of  Parliament  can  restrain  its 
operation."  Agreeing  in  this  doctrine  as  I  do,  and  bound  as  this 
Court  is  to  pay  the  like  respect  to  the  Acts  of  the  local  Legislature 
when  duly  passed,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  by  which  the  local 
Legislature  is  erected,  as  they  would  the  statutes  of  the  Imperial 
Parliament  of  G-reat  Britain,  still  I  apprehend  it  is  open  to  us  to  put 
such  a  construction  on  its  laws  as  shall  not  involve  unreasonable  con- 
sequences, which  it  must  be  presumed  it  could  never  intend.  As  a 
general  principle,  it  is  repugnant  to  the  law  of  England,  that  "  a  man 
shall  be  a  judge  in  his  own  case."  How  can  we  suppose  that  the 
Legislature  really  contemplated  such  an  unreasonable  proposition, 
especially  with  the  London  Building  Act  in  its  purview,  which  Act,  if 
it  can  be  construed  in  pari  materia  with  this,  shows  that  the  Parlia- 
ment of  England  took  emphatic  care  to  guard  against  such  unreason- 
able consequences  as  would  be  involved  by  the  local  Act.  The 
reasonable  presumption  is,  that  in  penning  an  Act  of  such  magnitude, 
and  embracing  such  a  vast  variety  of  complicated  provisions,  the 
compiler  had  omitted  by  mistake  or  accident  the  most  vital  jurisdic- 
tion  conferred  on  the  Justices  of  the  London  Building  Act.  It  is 
clear  that  the  Justices  of  Sydney  have  not  in  express  terms  any 
power  to  hear  and  determine,  and  I  can  find  no  authority  which 
would  give  them  jurisdiction  by  implication.      If  we  were  now  to 
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hold  tbai  they  bad  jarisdiction  to  hear  and  determine,  that  would  be        1839. 

legislating,  not  expounding.    It  is  true,  as  was  contended,  tbat  where     £^  ^^.^^ 

au  Act  of  Parliament  enacts  any  matter  or  thing,  it  tacitly  gives  the   Buchanan. 

right  of  carrying  it  into  effect  by  all  legal  means ;  and  therefore,  DoxcUng  C.J. 

though  the  words  used  are  not  express  to  all  matters  necessary  for  the 

purpose,  the  Court  will  so  construe  the  statute,  that  its  object  may  be 

obtained;  but  the  case  put  in  illustration  of  that  principle  does  not 

bear  out  the  proposition  contended  for  in  the  present  case.    In  that 

case.  Beg.  v.  Simpson  (2),  the  defendant  was  convicted  for  deer  stealing, 

under  8  and  4  Will,  and  Mary,  c.  18,  and  the  question  was,  whether  he 

could  be  convicted  in  his  absence  or  in  default  of  appearance,  or  should 

have  been  brought  before  the  Justices  before  he  was  convicted.     The 

statute  was  silent  on  the  subject,  and  only  required  the  conviction  to 

be  on  the  oath  of  one  credible  witness.    Hbe  Court  decided  that  the 

conviction  was  good  ;  for  that  if  he  could  not  be  convicted,  but  on  his 

appearing,  the  consequence  would  be,  that  by  refusing  or  omitting  to 

appear,  the  statute  would  be  defeated.    In  that  case,  there  was  a  Judge, 

with  power  to  hear  and  determine,  and  there  was  nothing  repugnant 

to  law  or  justice  in  convicting  a  man  behind  his  back,  if  he  did  not 

choose  to  appear  and  make  defence.    Eut  here  the  Justices  have  no 

power  to  hear  and  determine.     If  they  had,  then  we  should  follow  up 

the  principle  of  the  case  cited,  and  so  construe  the  Local  Ordinance, 

that  its  object  might  be   attained.      The   provision   of  the  Local 

Ordinance,  was  likened  to  the  power  of  distress  given  by  a  landlord  for 

recovering  his  rent.     The  right  of  distraining  for  rent  stands  upon  a 

very  different  footing,  and  however,  many  enlightened  persons  have 

questioned  the  policy  of  such  a  right,  it  has  never  been  extended  to 

any  other  relation  in  the  transactions  of  mankind.     The  doubt  I  have, 

is  that  the  local  Legislature  really  intended  to  omit  the  jurisdiction 

given  by  the  63rd  section  of  the  London  Building  Act,  in  copying  that 

into  the  Sydney  Act ;  and  in  a  case  so  doubtful,  and  involving  such 

consequences,  in  violation  of  the  principles  of  natural  and  political 

justice,  I  think  we  ought  not  to  interfere  by  mandamusy  which  if  we 

did,  might  subject  the  Magistrates  to  an  action.    It  appears  to  me  that 

they  had  reasonable  ground  for  doubting  their  jurisdiction,  and  on  that 

ground,  we  ought  not  to  compel  them  to  do  an  act  which  may  subject 

them  to  an  action.     In  Bex.  v.  The  Justices  of  Buckinghamshire  (3), 

Abbot,  C.J.,  said — "Since  I  have  had  the  honour  of  sitting  in  this 

Court,  I  have  always  expressed  very  great  reluctance  in  compelling 

Magistrates  to  do  anything  which  might  subject  them  to  the  chance 

of  an  action.    In  those  cases  where  the  duty  of  the  Magistrates  is  clear 

(2)  10  Mod.  Bep.,  248.         (8)  1  Bam.  k  Ores.,  437 ;  2  Dow.  &  By.,  689. 
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1839.        and  explicit,  we  interfere  by  mandamus,  and  suffer  no  idle  snggeslnon 
Ex  parte     ^'^^  *^  action  may  be  brought  to  prevail  witb  us;  but  when  we  cannot 
Buchanan,    see  that  his  duty  is  plain  and  obvious,  but  may  be  matter  of  doubt,  we 
Doicling  C.J.  do  not  interpose."     In  the  present  case,  I  shall  conclude  by  saying,  in 
the  language  of  the  same  eminent  Judge,  "  I  think  we  ought  not  to 
compel  the  Magistrates  to  issue  their  warrant."    I  forbear  saying  any- 
thing more  than  that  I  entertain  doubt  upon  the  question.    I  do  not 
wish  to  prejudge  a  question  which  may  hereafter  be  considered,  should 
any  other  Magistrates  be  found  who  shall  issue  their  warrant,  and 
thereby  raise  the  point  for  discussion.    When  such  a  question  shall  be 
raised,  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  hear  it  discussed,  and  decide 
upon  it.     At  present,  I  wish  to  be  understood  as  giving  no  judicial 
opinion  upon  it,  and  that  the  ground  on  which  I  discharge  this  rule  is, 
that  I  cannot  myself  cle#*ly  see  that  these  Magistrates  may  not  be 
subjected  to  an  action  if  they  should  issue  their  warrant. 

"Willis,  J.  said,  that  when  the  application  was  first  made  he  was 
disposed  iu  favour  of  the  mandamus,  but  upon  consideration,  and 
especially  after  hearing  the  judgment  of  the  Chief  Justice,  he  was  of  a 
different  opinion.  The  reason  why  he  first  thought  the  mandamus 
should  issue  was,  that  the  Magistrates  having  the  power  of  issuing 
execution,  it  necessarily  implied  that  they  had  the  power  of  taking  tbe 
previous  steps,  the  major  power  necessarily  including  the  minor,  but 
upon  consideration  he  thought  that  the  necessary  power  was  not  given. 
It  is  quite  clear  that  if  the  Magistrates  had  the  power  of  conviction 
given  them,  and  the  Act  stopped  there,  that  they  could  not  issue 
execution.  It  is  a  rule  always  followed  not  to  issue  a  mandamus 
wherever  the  matter  is  in  the  least  doubtful,  and  therefore  he  agreed 
with  the  Chief  Justice  that  the  mandamus  should  not  issue. 

Stephen,  J.  thought  that  the  London  Building  Act  itself  is  deficient, 
but  there  the  Magistrates  have  the  power  of  awarding  what  sum  is  to 
be  paid  to  the  surveyor.     He  agreed  with  his  learned  seniors. 

Sule  discharged. 
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BEADY  V.  CAYANAGH  (1).  ^^' 

Libel—Certificate  far  cosU—Veydict  under  40«.— 43  Eliz.,  cap.  6.  '^^^^  ^^' 


The  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  libel  having  recovered  one  farthing  damages,  the 
defendant  applied  to  the  presiding  Judge  to  certify  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs 
under  43  Eliz.,  cap.  6. 

Held,  the  Court  had  no  power  to  grant  such  certificate. 

In  tliia  case,  which  was  an  action  for  a  libel  contained  in  a  news- 
paper, the  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  one  far- 
thing. Counsel  for  the  defendant  asked  the  Chief  Justice,  who  presided, 
to  certify  to  refuse  the  plaintiff  his  costs.  Judgment  on  this  point 
was  reserved. 

The  Chief  Justice  (2).  This  was  an  action  for  libel,  and  the  Jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  one  farthing  damages.  The  case 
was  tried  before  me,  and  an  application  was  made  for  a  certificate 
under  the  statute  43  Eh'z.  c.  6  to  restrain  the  plaintiff  from  recovering 
greater  costs  than  the  amount  of  the  damages.  Not  remembering  any 
instance  of  there  being  any  case  in  which  such  a  cerlificate  was  ever 
granted  under  that  Statute  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  libel,  and  my 
general  impression  being  that  such  a  certificate  could  not  be  granted 
under  that  Statute,  I  doubted  my  power  and  reserved  the  point  for 
consideration.  I  am  now  of  opinion  that  I  have  no  power  to  grant 
such  a  certificate.  It  is  true  that  this  is  a  personal  action  but  in 
order  to  determine  whether  this  is  one  of  the  personal  actions  con- 
templated by  the  Statute,  recourse  must  be  had  to  the  declared  object 
of  the  Statute.  The  title  is  "  An  A  ct  to  avoid  trifling  and  frivolous 
Buits  at  law,  in  Her  Majesty's  Courts  at  Westminister";  and  the  pre- 
amble states  that  it  was  passed,  "  for  /ivoiding  the  infinite  number  of 
small  and  triflings  suits  commenced  or  prosecuted  in  the  Courts  at 
Westminster,  which  by  the  due  course  of  the  laws  of  this  realm  ought 
to  be  determined  in  the  inferior  Courts  of  the  country,  to  the  intoler- 
able vexation  and  charge  of  Her  Highness*  subjects";  and  then  by 
cap.  4  it  enacts  that,  '^if  upon  any  action  personal  brought  in  any 
of  Her  Majesty's  Courts  of  Westminster,  not  being  for  any  title  or 
interest  of  land,  nor  concerning  the  freehold  or  inheritance  of  any  lands , 

(1)  The  Autlrulian,  July  13  and  16^  1839 ;  The  Sydney  Herald,  July  19, 1889. 
(2)  The  Sydney  Herald,  July  19,  1839;  Sir  James  Bowling's  Select  Cases,  v.  174. 
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1839.  nor  for  any  lattery^  it  shall  appear  to  the  Judges  of  the  same  Court, 

Brady  or  so  signified  or  set  dowu  by  the  Justices  before  whom  the  same 

^     ^'  shall  be  tried,  that  the  debt  or  damages  to  be  recovered  therein 
Cavanaqh.  ° 


Doidling  G.J. 


in  the  same  Court,  shall  not  amount  to  the  sum  of  40s.  or  above,  that 
in  everj  such  case  the  Judges  or  Justices,  before  whom  such  action 
shall  be  pursued,  shall  not  award  the  plaintiff  anj  more  or  greater 
costs  than  the  sum  of  the  debt  or  damages  so  recovered  shall  amount 
unto,  but  less  at  their  discretion.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  avowed 
object  of  the  Legislature  in  passing  that  Statute  was  to  confine  all 
personal  actions  of  small  value,  not  being  for  any  title  of  land,  nor 
for  any  battery,  to  the  Courts  Baron,  and  other  Inferior  Courts  in  the 
country,  and  prevent  litigation  by  litigious  plaintiffs.  No  instance  of 
a  certificate  upon  the  Statute  is  to  be  met  with  in  the  books  earlier 
than  the  middle  of  the  reign  of  George  the  Second ;  until  that  time 
certificates  were  uniformly  refused  ;  the  reasons  for  such  refusal 
being  perhaps  because  that  as  causes  were  injudiciously  tried  in  inferior 
jurisdictions  in  the  country,  the  Courts  of  Westminster  Hall  would 
not  so  far  prevent  a  plaintiff  prosecuting  therein  as  to  deprive  him  of 
his  costs  by  certifying  under  the  Statute.  Almost  all  the  decisions 
upon  the  Statute  have  reference  to  actions  for  injuries  to  the  person, 
or  injuries  to  personal  or  real  property.  I  can  find  no  instance  of  a 
certificate  being  granted  in  an  action  for  libel,  and  after  some  experience 
of  the  Courts  at  home,  I  may  venture  to  say  that  such  a  case  never 
occurred.  It  has  been  my  lot  to  try  many  actions  for  libel  in  this 
Court,  in  some  of  which  the  damages  recovered  were  under  408.,  and 
no  application  for  such  a  certificate  has  ever  been  made,  notwithstanding 
the  very  natural  repugnance  to  pay  costs,  which  often  forms  the  most 
grievous  visitation  upon  an  unsuccessful  suitor.  This  may  be  regarded 
as  a  practical  interpretation  of  the  Statutes  adverse  to  the  power  now 
sought  to  vest  the  Judges  w^ith,  and  looking  at  the  obvious  intention  of 
the  Statute,  I  cannot  say  that  an  action  for  libel  is  one  "  which  by 
the  due  course  of  the  laws  of  this  realm  ought  to  be  determined  in 
any  inferior  Court  of  the  Colony,"  however  intolerable  or  vexatious 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  record  may  regard  such  an  action.  The  only 
inferior  Court  in  this  Colony  that  could  take  cognizance  of  such  an 
action  is  the  Court  of  liequests,  and  then  only  where  the  damages 
were  laid  at  £10,  and  probably  neither  party,  however  upright  or 
learned  the  Commissioner  of  that  Court  may  be,  would  choose  to 
submit  the  case  to  his  decision  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury.  I 
think  the  necessity  for  passing  the  Statute  2L  Jas.  I,  c.  16,  s.  6,  is  a 
strong  commentary  to  show  that  an  action  for  a  libel  was  not  con- 
templated by  the  Legislature  in  passing  the  4!8rd  Elizabeth.    The 
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action  for  verbal  slander  is  personal,  and  if  such  an  action  were  within        1839. 
the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Elizabeth,  there  would  have  been  no       BnADr 
occasion  for  enacting  by  the  21  Jac.  I, "  that  in  all  actions  upon  the  case  ^'- 

for  slanderous  words,  to  be  used  or  prosecuted  by  any  person  or  persons 
in  any  one  of  the  Courts  of  Record  at  "Westminster,  or  in  any  Court 
whatsoever  that  hath  power  to  hold  plea  of  the  same,  if  the  Jury  upon 
trial  of  the  issue  in  such  action,  or  the  Jury  that  shall  enquire  of  the 
damages,  do  find  or  assess  the  damages  under  40s.,  then  the  plaintifE 
or  plaintiffs  in  such  action  shall  have  and  recover  only  so  much  costs 
as  the  damages  so  given  or  assessed  shall  amount  unto,  without  further 
increase  of  the  same,  any  law,  statute,  custom,  or  usage  to  the  contrary 
in  any  wise  notwithstanding."  Now,  it  has  been  adjudged  in  the  case 
of  Oreaves  v,  Warner,  B.R.T.,  2i  Q-eorge  III,  cited  in  HullocJc,  Costs, 
p.  8,  and  in  Tidd,  p.  997,  that  this  Statute  in  its  operation  is  confined 
to  actions  for  slanderous  words  spoken  of  tlie  person,  and  does  not 
extend  to  an  action  for  libel  j  therefore,  if  the  plaintifE  upon  the 
esecution  of  any  writ  of  enquiry  after  judgment  by  default  in  an 
action  for  libel,  obtain  only  one  shilling  damages,  he  will  be  entitled  to 
full  costs.  On  full  consideration,  however  desirable  it  may  be  to  vest 
the  presiding  Judge  with  the  power  of  depriving  a  party  of  his  costs  in 
a  case  of  this  description,  I  am  bound  to  decide  that  I  have  no  such 
power,  and  consequently  abstain  from  intimating  what  my  opinion 
would  have  been  had  I  been  in  a  situation  to  exercise  it. 

AppUcafion  refused. 
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1839.  EEGINA  V.  KUSSELL.  (1) 


SepU  16.  Mutilation  qfdead  body — Criminal  misdemeanor — Act  contra  bonas  mortB^ 

DowUng  C.  J.  Coroner. 
Willis  J. 

and  The  defendant,  not  being  a  duly  qualified  medical  practitioner,  dissected  and 

Stephen  J.  removed  parts  of  the  body  of  a  deceased  person,  with  the  intent,  according  to  the 
information,  of  preventing  due  inquiry  into  the  cause  of  death.  This  act  is  a 
criminal  misdemeanour,  as  tending  to  defeat  the  object  of  the  Coroner's  inquest, 
and  being  contra  tonos  mores.  The  defendant  having  demurred  to  the  whole  ol 
the  information,  was  held  to  have  admitted  all  the  facts  stated  therein,  and  to  be 
estopped  by  the  record  from  affirming  that  there  was  no  legally  appointed  Coroner 
for  Sydney. 

a 

DfiMUERER  to  a  criminal  infonnatlon.     The  coants  of  this  informa- 
tion are  set  out  in  the  judgpient  of  the  Chief  Justice. 

The  Chief  Jcstice.  This  was  an  information  filed  br  the  Attornej- 
General  against  the  defendant  for  a  misdemeanour.  There  were  fire 
counts.  The  first  slated,  that  on  the  5th  April,  1839,  one  James 
Mcintosh  died  a  sudden  death,  at  Sjdnej,  and  that  his  body  laid  dead, 
and  that  according  to  the  laws  of  the  Colony  in  such  cases,  an  inquisi- 
tion is  had  and  taken  on  the  view  of  the  body  by  and  before  one  of  the 
Coroners  of  the  Queen  and  a  Jury  in  that  behalf,  and  that  such 
inquisition  ought  to  be  had  and  taken  on  view  of  the  said  body,  in 
order  that  it  might  be  inquired  into  and  found  whether  the  sudden 
death  was  caused  by  violent  means  or  from  natural  causes  or  other- 
wise, and  that  the  same  might  bo  found  by  verdict  and  return  of  the 
said  Coroner  and  Jury.  That  the  defendant,  a  Surgeon,  well  knowing 
the  premises,  did  unlawfully,  &c.,  cut  open  the  head  of  the  body  of  the 
deceased,  and  removed  and  took  away  from  and  out  of  the  said  head, 
the  brains  thereof,  in  order  and  for  the  purpose  that  the  cause  of  the 
sudden  death  of  the  deceased  might  not  be  found  and  ascertained  as 
aforesaid,  and  thereby  to  frustrate  the  ends  of  public  justice,  in  con- 
tempt of  the  laws,  &c.  The  second  count  stated  that  deceased  had 
suddenly  died,  and  that  defendant  being  an  evil-disposed  person,  and 
not  having  regard  for  the  religion,  laws,  &c.,  whilst  the  body  laid 
dead,  contrary  to  decency,  good  morals,  and  religion,  and  in  contempt 
of  the  laws,  &c.,  did  without  any  reason  or  necessity,  wantonly, 
indecently,  unlawfully,  and  contemptuously  cut  open  and  dissect  part 

(1)  The  Sydney  Herald,  Sept.  18,  1839,  and  the  Sydney  GazeUe,  Sept.  19,  1839. 
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of  the  body  of  tbe  deceased  so  lying  dead,  to  Ibe  great  scandal,  &c.,        1839. 
of  religion,  in  contempt,  &c.     The  third  count  stated  that  whilst  the      Ueoisa 
said  body  laid  dead,  the  defendant,  without  any  authority,  almost  ^* 

immediately  after  life  departed,  and  whilst  the  body  of  deceased  so 
lying  dead  was  still  warm,  did  cut  open,  dissect,  and  mutilate  the  body  ^^  *^^ 
of  the  deceased  so  lying  dead,  to  the  grievous  affliction  of  the  relatives 
and  friends  of  the  deceased,  in  contempt  of  the  laws,  &c.  The  fourth 
count  stated  that,  at  the  time  of  deceased  lay  dead  as  aforesaid,  one 
John  Byan  JBrenan^  Esq.,  was  the  Coroner  for  the  Queen,  acting  as 
such  Coroner  for  the  district  of  Sydney,  in  the  Colony  aforesaid,  and 
that  defendant  being  an  inhabitant  of  the  district  of  Sydney,  and 
haying  notice  of  the  premises,  and  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that 
behalf,  did  not  at  any  time  send  or  give  notice  to  or  for  the  said  J.  B. 
Brenajiy  or  to  or  for  any  Coroner  of  the  Queen  for  the  said  district  of 
Sydney,  or  any  Coroner  of  the  Colony,  to  view  the  body  of  the  deceased, 
but  unlawfully,  &c.,  omitted  and  neglected  so  to  do,  and  unlawfully, 
Ac.,  did  cut  open  and  dissect  the  head  of  the  body  of  the  deceased, 
and  removed  the  brains  from  and  out  of  the  head  of  the  said  body,  and 
cut  open  and  dismembered  the  said  body,  without  and  before  any  view 
being  bad  of  the  said  body  by  the  said  J,  B.  Brenan,  or  any  Coroner 
of  the  Queen  for  the  said  district,  and  before  any  inquisition  being  had 
and  taken  on  the  view  of  the  body  of  the  deceased,  as  by  law  required 
in  that  behalf,  to  the  great  hindrance  of  justice,  in  contempt  of  the 
Queen  and  her  laws,  &c.  The  fifth  count  stated  that  the  defendant, 
not  being  a  legally  qualified  medical  practitioner,  in  pursuance  of  the 
local  ordinance  passed  on  the  12th  October,  1838,  entitled  *^  An  Act 
to  define  the  qualifications  of  medical  witnesses  at  Coroners*  inquests," 
&c.,  and  well  knowing  the  premises,  and  contriving  and  intending  to 
prevent  a  legally  qualified  medical  practitioner  from  giving  full  and 
sufficient  evidence  at  and  upon  the  holding  of  an  inquest  on  view  of 
the  body  of  the  deceased  so  lying  dead  as  aforesaid,  of  the  cause  or 
probable  cause  of  the  sudden  death  of  the  deceased,  did  on,  &c., 
unlawfully,  <&c.,  dissect  and  mutilate  the  body  of  the  deceased,  and 
did  unlawfully,  &c.,  cut  open  the  head  of  the  body  of  the  deceased, 
and  take  and  carry  away  the  brains  from  and  out  o^  the  head  of 
the  same  body,  with  an  unlawful  and  wicked  intentiou,  to  per- 
vert the  due  course  of  justice,  in  contempt,  &c.  To  this  informa- 
tion there  was  a  general  demurrer,  and  the  question  is,  whether 
there  is  sufficient  on  the  face  of  the  record  to  warrant  the  Court  in 
giving  judgment  against  the  defendant  as  for  a  misdemeanour.  In 
the  course  taken  by  the  defendant  he  admits  the  facts  stated  in  the 
information^  and  contends  that  admitting  the  facts  so  alleged  against 
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1839.        him  to  be  true,  they  do  not  constitute  any  offence  puniabable  bj  law. 

regina      I^  ^8  clear  that  if  any  one  count  in  the  information  be  good,  the  Court 

*'•  may  proceed  to  pronounce  judgment  and  award  sentence,  without  tlio 

intervention  of  a  Jury  upon  the  merits.    By  demurring  the  defendant 

oil  itj,,  ^^  concluded  himself  upon  the  facts,  instead  of  going  before  a  Jury 
and  offering  any  matter  of  defence  excusatory  of  his  conduct  or 
demonstrative  of  his  innocence  of  the  matter  charged.  Had  he  been 
found  guilty  by  a  Jury  the  objections  taken  on  demurrer  were  equally 
open  to  him  in  arrest  of  judgment.  Having  therefore  closed  the  door 
of  inquiry  by  the  country,  and  declined  taking  the  chance  of  an 
acquittal,  we  are  now  to  determine  the  case  as  it  appears  upon  the 
record.  The  facts  admitted  by  the  demurrer  to  the  different  counts, 
respectiyely,  are  these : — First,  that  M^Inioah  had  died  a  sudden  death, 
and  that  by  the  law  of  the  Colony  it  was  requisite  that  an  inquest 
should  be  holden  on  the  body,  before  a  Coroner  and  Jury,  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  cause  of  the  death,  and  that  the  defendant  knowing  the 
premises,  cut  open  the  head  of  the  body  and  removed  the  brains 
therefrom,  in  order  and  for  the  purpose  that  the  cause  of  the  sudden 
death  might  not  be  ascertained,  and  thereby  to  frustrate  the  ends  of 
public  justice.  Secondly,  that  without  any  reason  or  necessity  he 
cut  open  and  dissected  part  of  the  body  of  the  deceased.  Thirdly, 
that  without  any  authority,  and  almost  immediately  after  life  had 
departed,  and  whilst  the  body  was  still  warm,  he  did  cut  open,  dissect, 
and  mutilate  the  body  of  the  deceased.  Thirdly,  that  knowing  J.  2?. 
Brenan,  Esq.,  to  be  the  Coroner  for  Sydney,  and  acting  as  such,  and 
defendant  being  an  inhabitant  thereof,  contrary  to  his  duty  as  such, 
did  not  give  notice  to  the  said  Coroner  of  the  death  of  the  deceased, 
that  an  inquest  might  be  held  on  the  body,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof, 
and  before  any  view  had  been  had  of  the  body  by  the  said  Coroner,  he 
did  cut  open  and  dissect  the  head  of  the  body  of  the  deceased,  and 
remoyed  the  brains  from  and  out  of  the  head  of  the  body,  and  cut  open 
and  dismembered  the  body,  to  the  great  hindrance  of  justice.  Fifthly, 
that  being  an  unqualified  medical  practitioner,  according  to  the  law 
of  the  Colony,  and  intending  to  prevent  a  legally  qualified  medical 
practitioner  from  giving  full  and  sufficient  evidence  at  an  inquest  upon 
the  body  of  the  deceased  as  to  the  cause  of  death,  he  dissected  and 
mutilated  the  body,  and  cut  open  the  head  thereof,  and  took  and 
carried  away  the  brains  from  and  out  of  the  head,  with  intent  to  pervert 
the  due  course  of  justice.  Upon  these  facts,  admitted  by  the  demurrer, 
it  was  contended,  first,  that  those  counts  which  mentioned  a  Coroner, 
either  generally  or  by  name,  were  bad,  because  there  was  no  legally- 
appointed  Coroner  for  Sydney  or  any  other  part  of  the  Colony,  and 
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that  consequentlj  the  whole  matter  charged  hj  these  counts  to  bo        1839. 
criminal  had  no  basis  to  support  them  ;  and  secondly,  admitting  this      Kegina 
objection  to  be  tenable,  there  was  nothing  imputed  to  the  defendant     pussell 
in  the  other  counts  which  amounted  to  a  crime,  however  offensive 
it  might  be  to  good  taste  or  propriety.     I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  the 
way  in  which  this  case  is  presented  to  the  Court,  we  are  not  at  liberty 
to  consider  the  question,  as  to  the  mode  of  appointing  Coroners  in 
New  South  Wales.    The  demurrer  does  not  raise  that  question,  if  any 
doubt  could  be  entertained  upon  it.    The  defendant  is  estopped  by  the 
record  on  this  point,  for  he  must  be  taken  to  have  admitted  that  by 
the  law  of  the  Colony  an  inquest  must  have  been  had  upon  the  body 
in  question,  and  that  at  the  time  the  body  laid  dead,  J,  R,  Srenan^ 
Esq.,  was  the  Queen's  Coroner,  acting  as  such  for  the  district  of 
Sydney.    In  the  absence  of  all  proof  to  the  contrary,  we  are,  for  the 
purposes  of  this  case,  bound  to  presume  that  the  Coroner  was  lawfully 
appointed  by  Her  Majesty,  and  that  it  is  not  now  open  to  the 
defendant,  after  demurrer,  to  dispute  the  validity  of  his  appointment. 
Could  such  a  question  have  been  raised,  the  mode  of  appointment  must 
have  been  matter  of  proof  before  a  Jury,  and  if  the  question  were 
disputable,  the  point  might  be  determined  on  special  verdict.    The 
defendant  has,  however,  concluded  himself  from  disputing  this  part  of 
the  case,  by  admitting  on  the  record,  that  there  is  such  an  officer  in 
existence  in  the  Colony,  and  that  by  the  law  of  the  Colony  an  inquest 
on  a  dead  body  must  be  holden  by  and  before  such  an  officer.    We 
can  look  to  the  record  only,  and  see  whether  there  is  a  sufficient 
eorutai  of  facts  aptly  charged  to  warrant  us  in  giving  judgment 
upon  it.     Here  we  have  the  fact  admitted,  that  at  the  time  this 
body  laid  dead,  there  was  a  Coroner  of  the  Queen  for  Sydney  acting 
as  such  in  the  district  where  the  sudden  death  occurred.    I  do  not 
therefore  think  it  necessary  to  enter  into  any  consideration  of  the 
very  ingenious  argument  addressed  to  us  on  this  part  of  the  case,  it 
being  no  part  of  the  duty  of  this  Court  to  decide  points  not  neces* 
sarily  involved  in  a  case  submitted  for  judgment.    It  being  admitted 
that  there  is  in  fact  a  Coroner  for  the  district  where  this  sudden  death 
happened,  having  cognizance  by  law  of  sudden  deaths,  within  his 
jurisdiction,  the  only  question  now  is,  whether  the  conduct  imputed  to 
the  defendant,  in  all  or  any  of  the  Courts,  is  criminal  in  the  eye  of  the 
law«     I  agree  that  giving  hard  names  to  an  act,  innocent  in  itself,  will 
not  make  it  criminal.    The  terms  wicked,  contemptuous,  pemiciousj 
wanton,  indecent,  scandalous,  disgraceful,  and  irreligious  (expletives, 
pregnant  of  great  pungency),  would  not,  I  admit,  give  any  deeper 
colour  to  the  transaction  charged  as  criminal,  unless  it  were  really 
u 
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1839.        criminal  in  the  eye  of  the  law.     But  is  the  act  imputed  to  the  defen- 
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Eegina  dant  innocent  as  it  appears  on  this  record  ?  By  the  Statute  de  officio 
Russell  coronatoHs  4  Edw.  I,  St.  2,  which  was  passed  in  affirmance  of  the 
common  law,  the  Coroner,  upon  information,  shall  go  to  the  place 
where  any  be  slain  or  suddenly  dead  or  wounded,  and  forthwith  summon 
a  jury  to  inquire  into  the  circumstances  attending  and  the  cause  of 
the  death,  and  the  jury  must  view  the  body.  Although  the  Statute 
alluded  to  does  not  say*  expressly  that  the  Coroner  shall  take  his 
inquest  on  view  of  the  dead  body,  yet  it  is  clearly  laid  down  by  all 
the  books,  that  an  inquest  of  death  can  be  taken  by  a  Coroner 
super  viium  corporis  only,  and  if  there  be  no  view  the  inquieition 
is  void.  This  is  an  essential  part  of  the  duty  of  the  Coroner, 
to  the  intent  of  making  due  enquiry  as  to  the  cause  of  the  death  for 
the  purposes  of  public  justice.  In  truth  the  body  itself  is  part  of  tfao 
evidence  before  the  Jury,  and  if  they  see  it  before,  and  not  after,*  they 
are  sworn,  a  material  part  of  the  evidence  is  given  when  the  Jury  are 
not  upon  oath.  It  is  essential  then,  for  the  ends  of  justice,  that  the 
inquest  should  have  the  dead  as  well  as  the  living  witnesses  untamjiered 
with  before  them,  in  order  to  enable  them  to  arrive  at  a  just  conclusion. 
This  being  the  law,  has  the  defendant  been  guilty  of  any  criminal 
infraction  of  it?  It  is  charged  in  the  various  counts,  that  the  defendant 
cut  open  the  head  of  the  body  and  removed  the  brains,  in  order  and 
for  the  purpose  that  the  cause  of  the  sudden  death  might  not  be 
ascertained,  and  thereby  to  frustrate  the  ends  of  justice, — that  withoat 
any  reason  or  necessity  he  did  so ; — that  without  any  authority  and 
almost  immediately  after  life  had  departed,  and  whilst  the  body  was 
still  warm  he  did  so ; — that  knowing  of  the  sudden  death,  and  that 
J,  B.  Brenan^  Esq.,  was  the  Coroner,  he,  contrary  to  his  duty,  before 
any  inquest  was  held  cut  open  the  head,  to  the  great  hindrance  of 
justice, — and  that  being  an  unqualified  person  by  the  law  of  the  Colony, 
and  to  prevent  due  enquiry  into  the  cause  of  the  death,  he  cut  open  the 
head  with  intent  to  prevent  the  due  course  of  justice.  Begarding these 
allegations  as  now  indisputable,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  holding  this  to 
be  a  criminal  misdemeanor.  The  act  imputed,  tended  to  defeat  the 
very  object  of  the  Coroner's  inquest.  How  could  the  Jury  upon  view 
of  the  mutilated  body  determine  the  cause  of  death?  It  is  an  offence 
at  law  to  tamper  with  a  living  witness,  prior  to  an  ordinary  trial,  and 
surely  it  is  no  less  so  to  practice  upon  the  most  important  witness 
upon  so  solemn  an  inqury  as  an  inquest  super  visum  corporis.  The 
view  of  the  body  is  often  the  most  important  and  material  proof  before 
the  Jury.  The  body,  in  such  cases,  often  speaks  more  eloquently  and 
convincingly  for  itself  than  the  most  consistent  oral  testimony.     The 
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silence  of  death  is  more  impressiye  tban  the  vocal  testimonj  of  liring  ^^^* 
witnesses.  The  graramen  of  the  defendant's  offence  is,  that  without  Bicoina 
reason,  or  necessity,  and  without  authority,  and  being  an  unqualified  RnssELL 
person,  he  did  this  act,  in  order  to  prevent  due  inquiry  into  the  cause 
of  the  death,  and  for  the  purpose  of  hindering  public  justice.  This  I 
hold  to  be  a  high  misdemeanor.  It  was  competent  for  the  defendant 
to  hare  proved  before  a  Jury,  if  he  could,  that  he  was  the  medical 
attendonl;  of  the  deceased  before  his  death,  and  that  he  had  the 
authority  of  his  relatives  to  open  the  head,  either  for  their  satisfac- 
tion or  for  purposes  of  medical  science,  or  that  there  was  some  cogent 
reason  or  necessity  for  opening  the  head,  extracting  the  brains,  and 
carrying  them  away.  By  demurring  to  the  information  he  has  shut 
himself  out  from  these  grounds  of  defence,  and  taking  the  facts  in  the 
marked  manner  in  which  thoy  are  alleged,  I  cannot  hesitate  to  pro- 
nounce this  a  criminal  net  at  common  law.  Whether  it  was  contrary 
to  religion,  we  are  not  called  upon  to  decide,  but  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  the  wanton,  unnecessary,  and  unauthorised,  mutila- 
tion of  a  dead  body,  whether  for  idle  curiosity  or  otherwise,  is  an 
offence.  Doubtless  the  interests  of  science  ought  to  be  promoted 
by  all  legitimate  means.  The  welfare  and  the  happiness  of  the 
living  are  involved  in  an  anatomical  knowledge  of  the  human 
frame.  However  shocking  it  may  be  to  popular  prejudices,  dissec- 
tion is  necessary  and  often  indispensable,  for  the  advancement  of 
the  sciences  of  surgery  and  medicine,  by  which  the  alleviation  of 
human  misery  and  the  prolongation  of  human  life  are  deeply  con- 
cerned, and  I  should  be  sorry  to  give  encouragement,  in  this  enlightened 
age,  to  any  popular  feeling  upon  such  a  subject.  It  is  the  manner  and 
circumstances  of  this  transaction,  which  constitute  its  offensive 
character.  Here  the  act  of  mutilation  stands  on  the  record  to  have 
been  wanton,  unnecessary,  and  unauthorised.  Such  an  act  is  criminal, 
as  being  contra  honos  mores.  It  was  on  this  principle  that  it  was 
determined  to  be  an  indictable  offence  to  take  up  a  dead  body  even 
for  the  purpose  of  dissection,  Sea  v,  Lynn  (2),  the  Court  holding 
"  that  common  decency  required  that  the  practice  should  be  put  a  stop 
to ;  that  the  offence  was  cognizable  in  a  criminal  court,  as  being  highly 
indecent,  and  contra  honos  mores^  at  the  bare  idea  of  which  nature 
revolted,  and  that  the  purpose  of  taking  up  the  body  for  dissection  did 
not  make  it  less  an  indictable  offence.'*  If  it  be  criminal  to  take  up  a 
dead  body  after  burial,  for  the  apparently  innocent  purpose  of  dissec- 
tion, I  cannot  thiuk  it  less  criminal  to  dissect  it  before  burial,  without 
any  reason,  necessity,  or  authority  assigned ;    with  this  additional 

(2)  2  Term  Rep.,  733. 
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1839.        ingredient,  that  it  is  done  for  the  purpose  and  with  the  intent  to  hinder 


Begin  A  public  justice.  In  this  information  it  is  alleged,  that>  the  defendant 
RussKLt  *^^^  ^"^^  carried  awaj  the  brains  from  and  out  of  the  head  of  the 
deceased.  If  this  has  the  effect  of  defeating  the  enquiry  as  to  the 
'  cause  of  the  death,  it  would  be  no  more  effective  for  that  purpose, 
than  if  he  had  taken  awaj  the  body  altogether,  which  it  will  not 
be  disputed  would  be  a  criminal  act,  if  unauthorised  by  competent 
authority.  On  the  whole  of  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
information  is  good  in  law,  and  that  we  are  bound  to  award  judgment 
and  sentence  upon  the  defendant* 

Willis,  J.  a^d  Stephen,  J.  concurred. 

Sentence  to  pay  a  fine  of  £50  to  the  Queen  was  then  pasted  on  the 
defendant* 
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[ExcHEQUEB  Jurisdiction.]  1839. 


Oct,  12. 

EEGINA  V.  O'CONNELL.  (1)  2)at(^»nflr  C.J. 

and 
Ejectment — Prerogative  of  the  Crown,  Stephen  J, 

The  Court  will  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  an  action  of 
ejectment  in  regard  to  land  which  is  in  the  possession  of  the  Crown. 

The  defendant  in  this  matter  had  commenced  several  ejectment 
tactions  against  various  persons,  who  occupied  lands  at  Farramatta,  as 
bailiffs  of  the  Crown,  to  wit,  Thomas  Bell^  the  Superintendent  of  the 
Factory,  John  Williams,  a  constable  stationed  at  the  Domain  gate,  the 
Ear.  J,  Troughton,  residing  in  the  King's  School,  and  others.  It  was 
stated  that  the  defendant,  Sir  M,  O'Connell  had  been  constituted  agent 
of  GoTernor  Bliffh,  to  whom  the  land  had  been  granted  by  Goyemor 
King  in  1806,  and  that  the  Governor  of  the  Colony  had  cancelled  the 
grant  in  1819  and  had  taken  possession  of  the  land.  On  the  12th 
Oct.  the  Attorney- General  resumed  his  application,  on  behalf  of  the 
Crown,  postponed  from  the  21st  Sept.,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  proceeding  with  the  said  actions  on  the  ground, 
tbat  the  occupiers  of  the  lands  in  question  were  bailiffs  of  the  Crown* 

Manning  contra  {Darjoall  with  him).  If  the  application  is  granted 
the  defendant  will  be  entirely  without  remedy.  The  Crown  having 
.  once  granted  the  land  cannot  resume  possession  except  by  matter  of 
record.  Magna  Charta  expressly  states  that  no  man  shall  be  disseized 
of  his  land  by  the  Crown,  except  by  the  judgment  of  his  equals  or  the 
law  of  the  land.  If  the  Court  holds  that  the  Crown  is  in  possession,  I 
am  aware  of  the  principle  that  the  Crown  cannot  be  ousted  by  eject- 
ment, but  there  is  also  another  principle,  that  the  subject  can  undergo 
no  wrong,  for  which  there  is  no  corresponding  remedy. 

TuE  CouBT  (without  calling  on  the  Attorney- QeneraV)  granted  the 
injunction  on  the  ground  that  the  land  is  actually  in  possession  of  the 
Queen  by  Her  Bepresentative  the  Governor  and  his  bailiffs. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Herald,  October  14,  1839. 
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lg39  FITZGERALD  v,  LUCK.  (1) 


Oct,  12.        Market  overt — Stolen  properly — Jiight  of  otoner  to  recover  possession — Liability  of 

Dowling  C.J.  vendor — Caveat  emptor — Warranty  of  title — Failure  of  consideration — Public 

Willis  J.  p^ii^y^ 

and 

Stephen  J.  ^j^^  plaintiff  purchased  a  horse  from  the  defendant,  which  was  afterwards 
claimed  by  a  person  from  whom  it  had  been  stolen,  and  to  whom  possession  was 
awarded  by  a  Magistrate's  order.  The  plaintiff  recovered  damages  from  the 
defendant,  and  on  a  motion  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  hdd^ 

A  tfale  by  public  auction  at  a  place  not  authoritatively  appointed  by  law  for 
publicly  buying  and  selling  is  not  a  Market  overt.  The  doctrine  of  Market  overt 
may  be  applicable  to  this  Colony  when  public  markets  are  established,  but  a  sale 
even  in  market  overt  of  this  particular  species  of  property  will  not  change  the 
property  unless  the  directions  of  the  Statutes  2  Phillip  and  Mary,  cap.  7»  and  SI 
Eliz.,  c.  12,  be  observed. 

The  owner  was  entitled  to  recover  possession  of  the  horse  without  prosecuting 
the  thief  to  conviction. 

The  vendor  guarantees  that  the  vendee  shall  have  undisturbed  possession  of  the 
thing  bought.  This  is  a  warranty  of  title,  not  of  quality,  and  the  maxim  car^cU 
emptor  does  not  apply.  Apart  from  authority,  the  verdict  should  be  upheld  on 
the  ground  of  public  policy.  JSarly  v.  Qarrett  (2)  and  Springwell  v.  AlUn  (3) 
distinguished.     M' Lucas  v.  Hunt  (4)  followed. 

Motion  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  This  -was  an  action 
of  special  assumpsit  for  falsely  warranting  the  defendant'sr  title  to  a 
horse  sold  and  deliyered  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  price  of  £30, 
•  with  the  common  counts.  Plea,  non-assumpsit.  At  the  trial,  before 
Stephen,  J.,  and  assessors,  on  September  25,  1839,  it  appeared  ia 
evidence  that  the  defendant  sold  the  horse  in  question  to  the  plaintiff 
in  May,  1837,  at  the  price  of  £30,  and  gave  him  a  bought  and  sold 
note  without  any  warranty  or  affirmation  of  title.  The  plaintiff  lost 
the  horse  shortly  after  the  sale,  and  in  August  following,  being  found 
in  the  possession  of  a  Mr.  Suttory  of  Bathurst,  it  was  claimed  by  a 
Mr.  Edward  Cox  as  his  property,  having  been  stolen  from  him  two 
years  before.  Mr.  Cox  went  before  the  Police  Magistrate  at  Bathurst 
and  swore  to  the  horse,  and  the  Magistrate  ordered  it  to  be  delivered 
up  to  him,  he  giving  a  bond  to  produce  the  horse  again  when  called 
upon  for  die  purposes  of  justice.  Several  attempts  had  been  made  by 
Mr.  Cox  to  discover  the  thief  by  tracing  the  horse  through  the  hands 
of  several  possessors,  but  without  success.    The  defendant  had  become 

(1)  The  Sydney  Herald,  October  18,  1839. 
(2)  9  B.  and  C,  928.  (3)  2  East  448  (a).  (4)  April  7,  1834. 
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possessed  of  the  horse  bj  a  sale  at  public  auction  at  Bathursi ;  the        18^9. 
animal  had  been  seized  and  sold  under  the  Licensing  Act  as  being   Fitzgkrald^ 
employed  to  carry  spirits  about  the  country  for  the  purpose  of  being  ^' 

illegally  retailed.  There  was  no  proof  of  any  public  market  or  fair 
being  held  at  Balhurst.  The  defendant  contended  that  the  action  was 
not  maintainable  without  express  warranty  or  affirmation  of  title,  and 
that  the  sale  by  public  auction,  by  order  of  the  Magistrate,  must  be 
regarded  as  a  sale  in  Market  overt.  The  plaintiff  relied  on  failure  of 
consideration.  A  Terdict  haring  been  entered  for  the  plaintiff  with 
leave  reserved,  etc,,  the  Court  was  moved  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  and  on  October  12  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered 

bj- 

The  Chief  Justicb  :  We  are  of  opinion  that  this  action  is  main- 
tainable, and  that  the  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff  must  stand. 
Three  propositions  were  sousrht  to  be  established  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant.  First,  that  the  sale  by  auction  to  the  defendant  under  the 
orders  of  the  magistrates  at  Bathurst  amounted  in  law  to  a  sale  in 
Market  overt,  so  as  absolutely  to  change  the  right  of  property  in  the 
absence  of  any  proof  of  knowledge  in  the  defendant  that  the  horse 
was  stolen,  or  any  other  indication  of  fraud  Secondly,  that  supposing 
this  not  to  be  a  sale  in  Market  overt ,  yet  Cox  could  not  claim  the 
horse  without  prosecuting  the  supposed  thief  to  conviction.  And, 
thirdly,  that  at  all  events  this  action  could  not  be  maintained  without 
an  express  warranty  or  affirmation  of  title  in  the  horse  or  proof  of  a 
guilty  knowledge  that  the  defendant  had  no  title  in  the  animal. 
As  to  the  first  point  I  think  it  cannot  be  maintained  that  a  sale  by 
public  auction  at  a  place  not  authoritatively  appointed  by  law  for 
publicly  buying  and  selling,  is  a  Market  overt.  It  is  not  found  as  a 
fact  in  this  case,  that  this  sale  took  place  in  an  open  public  market- 
place. It  was  simply  a  sale  by  auction,  but  with  what  notoriety  or 
advertisement  previously  to  the  sale  does  not  appear.  But  six  persons 
seem  to  have  been  in  attendance  at  the  auction.  It  has  been  holdeu 
by  this  Court  that  a  sale  in  Market  overt  has  a  legal  technical  meaning 
even  in  this  Colony.  In  M^ Lucas  and  another  v.  Hunt,  tried  on  the 
7th  April,  1834,  the  plaintiff  bought  cattle  at  a  fair  value  openly  and 
publicly  in  the  day  time  in  the  yard  of  an  Inn  at  Parramatta,  of  a  man 
named  Young  (many  persons  being  present),  and  resold  them  to  the 
defendant  who  paid  the  plaintiff  partly  in  cash  and  partly  by  his 
promissory  note.  Before  the  promissory  note  became  due  it  was  dis- 
covered that  the  cattle  were  stolen  by  Young  (who  was  afterwards 
brought  to  justice),  and  the  plaintiff  having  brought  his  action  against 
the  defendant  upon  the  note,  it  was  contended  that  the  sale  in  the 
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1839.        Tnn  jard  was,  under  the  circumstances,  in  this  Colony  (where  we  have 


Fitzgerald  at  present  no  public  fairs  or  open  cattle  markets  in  country  places), 

J  ^\  tantamount  to  a  sale  in  Market  overt,  but  after  solemn  argument  Chief 

^    , .     ^  ^  Justice  Forbes,  Mr.  Justice  Burton  and  myself  held  that  in  this  court  we 
Jjowhny  C.J.  ,  ,  . 

are  bound  to  give  a  legal  technical  meaning  to  "  a  sale  in  Market  overt,*^ 

and  that  as  the  right  of  property  was  not  changed  by  such  a  sale  as 

was  proved,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover.    If  we  were  to  hold  that  a 

sale  by  public  auction,  however  notorious  in  a  place  appointed  by  the 

vendor  himself,  or  by  any  other  person  amounted  in  law  to  a  sale  in 

Market  overt,  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to  point  out  the  evil  consequences 

which  might  result  in  this  Colony*     Such  a  mode  of  sale  might  afford 

a  ready  mode  of  disposing  of  stolen  property  without  the  knowledge  of 

the  true  owners.     Such  a  sale  has  none  of  the  well-known  incidents  of 

a  sale  in  Market  overt ;  one  of  which  is  that  it  shall  be  in  a  public  open 

place  duly  appointed  for  that  purpose  by  public  authority,  to  which  all 

persons  may  have  recourse.     The  sale  here  may  have  been  by  tbe 

orders  of  the  magistrates,  and  the  defendant  may  have    been  an 

innocent  purchaser,  yet  we  have  no  authority  for  treating  such  a  sale 

as  a  sale  in  Market  overt.    Whenever  we  shall  have  public  markets 

established  in  the  country  places  of  this  Colony  it  is  probable  that  the 

doctrine  contended  for  may  become  applicable  to  similar  transactions, 

but  in  the  present  case  there  is  no  basis  for  the  argument  which  has 

been  addressed  to  us.     But  with  respect  to  this  particular  species  of 

property,  the  sale  even  in  Market  overt  would  not  change  the  property 

unless  the  directions  of  the  statutes  2  Phillip  and  Mary,  cap.  7,  and 

31st  Elizabeth,  cap.  12,  had  been  observed,  the  requisites  of  which  it  is 

not  now  necessary  to  recapitulate.     Then,  secondly  it  appears  to  us 

that  Cox  the  true  owner  of  this  horse  had  done  all  that  was  incumbent 

on  him  to  establish  his  claim  to  the  animal.      He  went  before  the 

magistrates  and  swore  to  the  property,  endeavoured  to  trace  the  thief 

through  several  persons  who  had  had  possession  of  the  animal,  and 

caused  summonses  to  issue  to  such  persons,  and  finally  upon  giving 

bond  to  produce  the  animal,  whdn  called  upon,  for  purposes  of  justice, 

the  magistrates  ordered  it  to  be  delivered  to  him.     Until  the  contrary 

was  shown  the  original  right  of  property  remained  unchanged.     Then 

as  the  right  of  property  was  not  changed  the  case  resolves  itself  into 

the  third  proposition,  namely,  whether  the  action  could  be  maintained 

upon  an  implied  without  an  express  warranty  or  affirmation  of  title,  or 

without  proof  of  knowledge  of  infirmity  of  title.    No  doubt  both  parties 

to  this  transaction  as  far  as  appears  to  the  contrary,  are  equally 

innocent,  but  one  of  them  must  be  the  sufferer.     The  defendant,  in 

fact,  held  himself  out  as  the  apparent  owner  of  the  horse,  and  on  that 
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footing  the  plaintiff  dealt  with  and  paid  him  the  purchase  money.        1839. 
Prima  facie  it  would  seem  a  principle  of  common  justice  without  any  Fitzgerald 
authority  that  if  a  vendor  assumes  to  be  owner  of  a  chattel  having  *'•  ^ 

possession  of  it,  and  parts  with  it  to  another  for  a  valuable  considera* 
tion,  he  impliedly  guarantees  to  the  vendee  that  he  had  a  lawful 
right  to  dispose  of  the  property  in  the  chattel.  But  there  are 
numerous  decisions  establishing  the  principle  that  every  vendor  of 
personalty,  impliedly  warrants  that  he  has  a  title  enabling  him  to 
sell  it.  In  Blacksf one's  Commentaries^  page  451,  it  is  laid  down 
that,  "  By  the  civil  law  an  implied  warranty  was  annexed  to  every  sale 
in  respect  to  the  title  of  the  vendor,  and  so  too  in  our  law  a  purchaser 
of  goods  and  chattels  may  have  a  satisfaction  from  the  seller  if  he 
sells  them  as  his  own,  and  the  title  proves  deficient  without  express 
warranty  for  that  purpose."  This  doctrine  was  never  doubted  until 
the  dictum  of  Mr.  Justice  Littledale  mEarJey  v,  Qarnet  (6),  but  upon 
referring  to  the  authority  on  which  that  dictum  is  based,  it  will  be 
found  that  it  does  not  bear  upon  the  present  case.  The  dictum 
reported  is,  ''  It  has  been  held  that  where  a  man  sells  a  horse  as  his 
own,  when  in  truth  it  is  the  horse  of  another,  the  purchaser  cannot 
maintain  an  action  against  the  seller  unless  he  can  show  that  the 
seller  knew  it  to  be  the  horse  of  the  other  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 
The  scienter  or  fraud  being  the  gist  of  the  action  where  there  is  no 
warranty,  for  there  the  party  takes  upon  himself  the  knowledge  to  the 
aid  of  his  qualities."  Eor  this  see  Springwell  and  Aliens  2  JEast,  418^ 
but  that  case  is  very  distinguishable  from  the  present.  That  was  an 
action  on  the  case  for  selling  a  horse  as  the  defendant's  own,  when  in 
truth  it  was  the  horse  of  another  person,  and  upon  not  guilty  pleaded, 
it  appeared  that  the  defendant  bought  the  horse  in  Smithfield,  that  is 
in  Market  overt,  but  did  not  take  care  to  have  him  legally  tolled ;  but 
it  was  held  that  as  the  plaintiff  could  not  prove  that  the  defendant 
knew  it  to  be  the  horse  of  the  other  person,  the  plaintiff  must  be  non- 
suited, for  the  scienter  or  fraud  is  the  gist  of  the  action  where  there  is 
no  warranty  ;  for  "  there  the  party  takes  upon  himself  the  knowledge 
of  the  title  to  his  horse  and  his  qualities."  The  principle  in  the 
dictum  of  Mr.  Justice  Littledale  is  only  an  echo  of  that  case,  but 
omitting  the  important  facts  that  the  action  was  in  tort  and  not 
assumpsit,  and  that  the  defendant  had  bought  in  Market  overt.  The 
present  is  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  a  vendor  who  did  not  buy  in 
Market  overt,  but  who  assumes  to  be  the  owner,  parts  with  the  horse 
as  owner,  and  receives  the  purchase  money  from  the  plaintiff  upon 
the  faith  that  he  is  owner,  and  as  it  has  turned  out  that  he  really  had 

(5)  OB.  and  C,  932. 
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18S9.        no  title  to  the  horse,  the  connderation  has  failed,  and  we  think  there 


FiTzoBRALD  ^^^  ^^  ^^  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  recover  back  his 
J  ^'  money.    The  two  cases  are  obviouslj  distinguishable.    To  hold  that 

this  action  does  not  lie  would  be  a  violation  of  the  first  principles  of 
*  justice  and  would  go  to  destroy  all  confidence  between  man  and  man. 
The  essence  of  a  contract  of  this  kind  is  its  mutuality.  The  defendant 
sells  as  true  owner,  and  the  plaintiff  gives  his  mouey  on  that  footing. 
If  it  turns  out  that  he  is  not  the  true  owner,  surely  the  plaintiff 
has  a  right  to  have  his  money  back,  unless  he  kuows  the  defendant's 
infirmity  of  title.  It  is  an  implication  of  law^,  and  of  common  sense, 
that  if  A  sells  to  B  for  valuable  consideration,  A  guarantees  that  B 
shall  have  undisturbed  possession  of  the  thiug  bought.  This  is  a 
warranty  of  title  not  of  quality,  which  makes  all  the  difference,  and 
it  is  impossible  to  apply  the  maxim  caveat  emptor  to  such  a  transac- 
tion. Here  the  defendant  never  had  any  title  to  sell,  although  he 
supposed  he  had,  for  the  right  of  property  in  Gox  has  never  changed. 
Had  the  defendant  bought  the  horse  iu  Market  overt  then  the  dictum 
of  Mr.  Justice  Littledale  might  havo  applied,  and  the  case  of  Spring- 
icell  V,  Allen  (6)  would  have  been  in  point,  for  then  the  plaintiff,  if  he 
had.brought  an  action  in  case  must  have  shown  that  the  defendant 
knew  that  the  horse  was  stolen,  before  he  could  recover  back  his 
money.  As  w&s  well  put  in  argument,  suppose  the  plaintiff  had  not 
paid  for  the  horse,  but  in  the  meantime  Cox  had  claimed  and  got 
possession  of  it  as  rightful  owner,  could  it  be  contended  that  in  that 
case  the  defendant  could  have  maintained  an  action  against  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  price  ?  I  apprehend  not.  This  point  was  decided  by  this 
Court  in  Mc Lucas  v.  Sunt,  7th  April,  183 i*,  which  was  an  action  upon 
a  promissory  note  given  by  the  vendee  of  stolen  cattle  to  the  plaintiff, 
an  innocent  vendor,  and  before  the  note  became  due  it  was  discovered 
that  the  cattle  was  stolen,  and  it  was  held  that  as  the  consideration 
failed  the  action  was  not  maintainable.  If,  however,  there  were  no 
express  authority  for  holding  this  action  maintainable,  on  an  implied 
warranty  of  title  iu  property  of  this  description,  on  grounds  of  public 
policy — that  it  will  have  a  salutary  effect  in  repressing  horse  and  cattle 
stealing  by  causing  such  property  to  be  traced  to  the  offenders  and 
thus  bring  them  to  justice — on  that  ground  alone,  if  there  were  no 
other,  we  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  ought 
not  to  be  disturbed. 

Verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  affirmed. 

(6)  2  East,  448  (a;. 
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Ex  parte  NICHOLS.  (1)  i839. 


ApplicabUity  of  English  statutes  subsequent  to  9  Oeo,  IV,  c  83 — Bight  of  audience  Oct,  28.  , 
he/ore  Justices  of  professional  advocates — Prisoners*  Cotinsel  Bill,  6  ajid  7  ^  ..  p  • 
WiU.  IV,  c.  114-9  Gfto,  IV,  c.  83,  sees.  21  and  24.  Willfs  J, 

The  right  to  make  rules  of  practice  for  Courts  of  Quarter  Sesdons  is  vested  in     Stephen  J 
the  Qovemor,  by  sec.  19  of  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83. 

The  case  of  Collier  v.  Hicks  (2),  which  decided  that  **  no  person  has  by  law  any 
right  to  act  as  an  advocate  on  the  trial  of  any  information  before  Justices  of  the 
Peace,  without  their  permission,"'  although  since  the  statute  of  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83 
was  binding  on  the  Court. 

That  decision  has  been  Tirtoally  overruled  by  the  English  Parliament,  which  has 
declared  and  enacted  a  different  exposition  of  the  law  of  England,  upon  a  funda- 
mental principle  in  the  mode  of  administering  justice,  (3)  and  is  longer  binding  on 
the  Court. 

There  is  nothing  in  sec.  24  of  the  New  South  Wales  Act  (4)  to  restrain  the 
Courts  of  the  Colony  from  applying  here  any  English  statute,  affecting  the  funda- 
mental personal  rights  of  British  subjects,  whether  in  force  in  England  subse- 
quently or  prior  to  July  28,  1828  (5). 

The  Prisoners'  Counsel  Act  is  in  force  in  this  Colony  so  far  as  its  provisions  can 
be  applied.     {Per  the  Chief  Justice  and  Willis,  J. ,  Stephen,  J.  dissentiente. ) 

{Per  Stephen  J.)  Statutes  passed  in  England  since  the  settlement  of  a  Colony  do 
not  extend  there,  unless  by  express  terms  or  unavoidable  construction. 

The  Prisoners*  Counsel  Act,  sec.  2,  is  however,  declaratory  of  the  law,  and  a 
legislative  recognition  of  the  principle,  erroneously  overruled  by  Cottier  v.  Hicks, 

Makdamits. 

This  was  an  application  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  be  directed  to 
JS.  C,  Antilly  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of  the  Peace,  in  the 
district  of  Stonequarrj,  commanding  him  to  allow  Mr.  Q,  B,  NicholSy 
one  of  the  attorneys  of  the  Court,  to  conduct  the  defence  of  one 
Charles  Morris,  on  the  ground  that  the  Magistrate  had  refused  to 
allow  Mr.  Nichols  to  conduct  tho  defence,  but  had  adjourned  the  case 
until  the  opinion  of  the  Court  could  be  taken  on  the  point.  The  case 
was  argued  on  October  26,  by  Messrs.  a  Beckett  and  Windeyery  for  the 
applicant,  and  the  Attorney^  General  and  Mr.  Furefoif  for  the  magis- 
trate. 

Judgment  was  delivered  on  October  28. 

(1)  Sydney  Herald,  Oct.  30,  Nov.  1  and  13, 1839. 

(2)  2  Bam.  and  Ad.,  663,  1831. 

(3)  The  Prisoners'  Counsel  Act,  6  and  7  Will.  IV,  c.  114,  sec.  2,  provides  '*  That 

In  all  cases  of  such  conviction  persons  accused  shall  be  allowed  to  make  their  full 

answer  and  defence,  and  to  have  all  witnesses  examined  and  cross-examined  by 

counsel,  &c" 

(4)  9  Geo.  IV,  c,  83.        (5)  The  date  of  the  N.S.  W.  Act 
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1839.  The  Chief  Justice.    The  question  involved  in  this  proceeding  is 


£x  parte  ^^®  ^^  Considerable  public  importance.  It  is  admitted  that  had  the 
Nichols,  ^et  of  the  Imperial  ParUament,  6  and  7  Wm.  lY,  c.  114,  entitled 
DoicUiifj  C.J.  "  An  Act  for  enabling  persons  indicted  for  felony  to  make  their 
defence  by  Counsel  or  Attorney,"  been  adopted  by  the  Legislature  of 
this  Colony,  no  doubt  could  have  been  entertained  on  the  question. 
It  is  matter  of  history  that  by  a  despatch  from  Lord  Olenelg^  the 
Secretary  of  State,  dated  5th  of  September,  1836,  addressed  to  Sir 
Richard  BourJce,  that  Governor  was  desired  to  take  measures  for 
extending  to  the  Colony  under  his  Government  the  provisions  of  that 
statute.  This  requisition  (which  manifests,  at  all  events,  the  imperative 
sense  of  Her  Majesty's  Government  of  the  applicability  of  the  Act 
to  this  Colony),  would  have  been  complied  with,  and  a  bill  waB,  in  fact, 
brought  before  the  Legislative  Council,  in  1837,  with  that  object,  but 
from  considerations  quite  distinct  from  the  abstract  propriety  extending 
the  law  to  this  Colony,  it  was  deemed  expedient  to  postpone  its 
adoption  until  Circuit  Courts  should  be  established.  It  is  also  a 
matter  of  history  that  this  law  has  been  adopted  by  the  Legislature 
of  Yan  Dieman's  Land,  and  is  now  in  full  and  satisfactory  operation, 
probably  because  there  were  not  the  same  reasons  existing  in  that 
Colony  for  abstinence,  that  exist  in  tliis.  The  question  is,  whether, 
notwithstanding  the  Act  of  the  Imperial  Parliament  has  not  been 
adopted  in  the  Colony,  there  is  anything  to  restrain  this  Court  from 
holding  that  a  person  amenable  to  the  summary  jurisdiction  of  Justices 
of  the  Peace,  under  a  local  ordinance,  inflicting  penalties,  has  a  right 
to  defend  himself  by  Counsel  or  Attorney.  This  question  has  never 
been  solemnly  decided  by  this  Court.  It  is  true  that  about  two  years 
since,  a  mandamus  was  applied  for  (no  cause  being  shown)  to  the 
Justices  sitting  in  Quarter  Sessions,  at  Bathurst,  to  rescind  a  rule 
which  they  had  made  to  prevent  Attornies  being  heard  as  Advocates  in 
that  Court.  This  Court  having  reference  to  the  statute  9  Geo.  lY, 
c.  83,  B.  19,  was  of  opinion,  until  the  contrary  was  shown,  that  the 
Justices  had  no  power  to  make  such  a  rule  (even  if  not  repugnant  to 
the  laws  of  England),  inasmuch  as  the  right  of  making  rules  of 
practice  for  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  was  vested  in  the  Governor, 
with  the  assistance  of  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  as  it  did 
not  appear  that  the  rule  in  question  had  such  sanction,  the  rule  nisi 
was  issued,  without  any  resistance  on  the  part  of  the  Justices.  The 
only  other  case  bearing  on  the  question,  occurred  in  the  commence- 
ment of  this  term,  when  a  motion  was  made,  by  Mr.  Therry^  for  a  rule 
nisi  for  h  manda7nu8,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  John  Dillon,  an  attorney  of  this 
Court,  to  be  directed  to  a  Magistrate  at  Port  Macquarie,  to  compel  him 
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to  hear  that  gentlemaD,  on  behalf  of  a  client  summoned  to  the  Bench,  iSdd. 
under  a  penal  ordinance.  No  decided  opinion  was  given  on  the  question,  Ex  2xirie 
but  two  of  the  Judges  thought  a  prima  facie  case  was  made  out,  and  Nichols. 
granted  a  rule  to  show  cause  in  order  that  so  important  a  point  might  DovJin'j  C.J. 
be  f  uUj  discussed  and  determined.  When  the  case  was  called  on  for 
argument  on  Saturday,  the  5th  instant,  no  one  appeared  in  support  of 
the  rule,  and  the  matter  was  struck  out  of  the  paper.  The  question 
having  been  now  distinctly  raised,  and  ably  argued  on  both  sides,  we  are 
in  a  condition  to  determine  it.  Until  the  decision  of  Collier  v.  Hicks 
(6),  in  1831,  it  was  considered  a  moot  point,  whether  a  party  summoned 
before  Magistrates  sitting  judicially,  to  administer  justice  in  a  summary 
manner  under  a  penal  statute,  had  a  right  to  the  benefit  of  profes- 
sional advocacy  and  assistance  in  the  conduct  of  his  full  defence.  It 
is  true,  indeed,  that  in  Mex  v.  the  Justices  of  Staffordshire  (7),  Mr. 
Justice  Bayley  did  intimate,  as  an  *^  ohiter  dictum^^'  that  ah  Attorney 
has  no  right  to  be  present  assisting  a  defendant  charged  with  an  infor- 
mation on  the  game  laws ;  but  that  was  never  considered  as  law,  until 
the  case  of  Collier  t\  Sicks,  which  decided  that  no  person  has  by  law 
a  right  to  act  as  an  advocate  on  the  trial  of  any  information  beforo 
Justices  of  the  Peace,  without  their  permission.  All  the  decisions  of 
the  Courts  at  home  upon  this  subject,  as  far  as  they  went,  left  the  con- 
cession of  the  privilege  f  o  the  indulgent  and  courteous  discretion  of 
the  Justices,  even  though  they  were  sitting  judicially  in  an  open  Police 
Court,  "We  are  now  to  consider  whether  Collier  t?.  Hicks  is  obligatory 
on  this  Court,  as  an  exposition  of  the  law  of  England.  After  the 
passing  of  the  late  Act,  6  and  7  Will.  lY,  c.  114,  it  is  clear  that  that 
decision  is  no  longer  binding  upon  Her  Majesty's  subjects  in  the 
mother  country.  The  law,  as  it  is  propounded  by  the  Judges,  has 
been,  in  fact,  repealed  by  Parliament,  and  the  decision  overturned  by 
the  highest  constitutional  authority*  The  second  section  of  that  Act 
is  in  these  words : — "  And  be  it  further  declared  and  enacted,  that  in 
all  cases  of  such  conviction,  persons  accused  shall  be  allowed  to  make 
their  full  answer  and  defence,  and  to  have  all  witnesses  examined  and 
cross-examined  by  Counsel,  <&c."  Can  we,  therefore,  now  consider 
Collier  v.  Hicks  as  controlling  our  judgment,  after  the  Legislature  has 
thus  overruled  it  P  Although  the  Bepealing  Act  has  not  been  adopted 
in  this  Colony,  it  appears  to  me  that  we  are  not  now  fettered  by  a 
decision  which  is  no  longer  law,  and  that  we  are  at  liberty  to  decide 
this  question  upon  principle,  and  as  if  no  such  decision  had  ever  been 
made.  Without  at  this  moment  adverting  to  the  question  whether 
this  Act  is  ij>so  facto  to  be  carried  into  operation  in  this  Colony,  not 

(6)  2  B,  and  Ad.  663.  (7)  1  Chit.,  217. 
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18S0.  being  f  ormallj  adopted  bj  the  local  Legislature,  I  think  it  could  not 
E^  pfiri^  be  maintained,  that  the  Judges  of  this  Court,  sitting  in  a  Colonj 
Nichols,  peculiarly  English,  and  forming  an  important  portion  of  the  British 
DoicUng  C.J.  Empire,  must  shut  their  eyes  to  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed  since  the 
9  Geo.  lY,  c.  88,  up  to  which  time  all  laws  and  statutes  in  force  within 
the  realm  of  England,  it  is  enacted  thereby,  shall  be  applied  in  the 
administration  of  justice  in  this  Colony.  Assuming  that  we  might 
not  be  bound  to  take  judicial  notice  of  it,  because  not  formally 
adopted  by  the  local  Legislature,  I  take  it  that  we  might  have 
reference  to  it  in  order  to  ascertain  what  the  law  of  England 
is  on  this  particular  subject,  and  enforce  the  principle  of  it,  if 
not  repugnant  to  any  sound  attributes  of  justice  in  this  Colony. 
But  for  the  passing  of  the  Prisoners'  Counsel  Act,  this  Court  would 
no  doubt  have  bowed  with  deference  to  the  decision  alluded  to,  though 
decided  since  the  9  Q-eo.  IV,  c.  83,  but  I  apprehend  that,  in  the  altered 
state  of  the  law,  we  are  not  now  fettered  by  that  judicial  exposition  of 
the  point,  and  might  deal  with  this  case  as  if  there  had  been  no  decision 
at  all  upon  the  question,  and  if  this  were  a  case  of  the  first  impression, 
and  to  be  decided  on  principle.  Independently  of  any  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, I  take  it  to  be  a  principle  of  the  law  of  England  and  of  natural 
justice,  that  erery  defendant,  whether  in  a  civil  or  criminal  judicial 
proceeding  (summary  or  not),  has  a  right  to  be  fully  heard  in  person, 
in  defence  of  his  property,  his  fame,  his  liberty,  or  his  life.  The  question 
then  is,  whether  this  is  to  be  restricted  to  the  right  of  being  heard 
only  in  person,  and  may  not  be  delegated  to  a  professional  advocate, 
properly  qualified,  and  conducting  himself  with  that  respectful  decorum 
which  ought  to  characterise  the  proceedings  of  every  Court  of  Justice. 
The  right  of  being  heard  by  counsel,  it  is  not  disputed,  is  inherent  in 
every  party  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  superior  Courts  of 
Justice,  and  was  only  limited  until  lately  in  Criminal  Courts,  to  the 
extent  of  restraining  the  advocate  from  addressing  the  jury  on  the 
evidence.  The  temperate  and  orderly  proceedings  of  overy  tribunal 
obviously  require  the  concession  of  this  privilege,  independently  of  the 
higher  considerations  of  impartial  justice.  I  am  unable  to  discover  any 
sound  reason  for  making  any  distinction  in  principle  between  a  superior 
and  an  inferior  Court,  in  the  all  important  duty  of  administering 
justice.  If  it  be  necessary  to  allow  this  privilege  in  the  higher  Courts, 
how  much  more  cogent,  are  the  reasons  for  its  concession  in  inferior 
jurisdictions,  especially  in  this  Colony,  where  magistrates,  sitting 
judicially  in  remote  districts,  are  called  upon  to  enforce  in  their 
summary  jurisdiction  a  vast  variety  of  penal  laws,  without  the 
advantage  of  professional  assistance.    It  is  no  disparagement  to  their 
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honour,  their  integrity,  or  their  general  good  sense  and  intelligence,        1^®« 


to  imagine  the  possibilitj  of  their  denying  advantage  from  the  Ex  parte 
assistance  of  an  advocate  dulj  qnaliHcd  in  the  satisfactorj  administra-  Nichols. 
tion  of  laws,  often  complicated,  and  inrolying  to  the  parties  con-  ^otcHng  C.J. 
cemed,  important  rights  of  property  and  liberty.  It  may  be,  a3 
Lord  Tenterden  says,  in  Collier  v,  Hieks,  *'  that  in  general  the  ends 
of  justice  will  be  sufficiently  well  attained  in  summary  proceedings 
before  Justices,  by  heanng  only  the  parties  themselves,  and  their 
evidence,  without  that  nicety  of  discussion  and  subtlety  of  argument 
which  are  likely  to  be  introduced  by  persons  more  accustomed  to  legal 
questions  ";  but  these  considerations  ought  not  to  outweigh  the  recog- 
nition of  a  right,  which  in  some  instances  may  bo  of  vital  importance, 
especially  so  in  those  cases  where  the  decision  of  the  inferior  Court  is 
final  and  conclusive,  both  of  law  and  fact.  Time  was  (and  that  at  no 
great  distance)  when,  by  the  law  of  England,  in  criminal  cases,  the  • 
party  accused  had  not  the  privilege  of  having  his  witnesses  examined 
on  oath.  The  enlightened  morality,  however,  of  modern  legislation 
has  gradually  ameliorated  our  criminal  code,  and  the  late  Act  of  the 
Imperial  Parliament,  although  not  a  crowning  step,  has  vindicated  the 
majesty  of  justice  in  all  her  temples  and  given  vigour  to  her  attri- 
butes. It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  import  of  tlfe  word  '*  declared,'* 
in  the  second  section  of  the  Prisoners'  Defence  Act ;  it  is  sufficient 
for  the  purpose  of  the  present  case,  to  recognise,  that  by  the  now  law 
of  England,  *'in  all  cases  of  summary  conviction,  persons  accused 
shall  be  admitted  to  make  their  full  answer  and  defence,  and  to  have, 
witnesses  examined  and  cross-examined  by  counsel  or  attorney." 
Acting  upon  the  spirit  of  that  law,  though  not  formally  adopted  by 
our  local  Legislature,  and  there  being  now  no  decision  of  the  Courts 
at  home  to  fetter  our  judgment,  I  should  have  been  of  opinion  that 
the  rule  for  a  mandamus,  in  the  present  case,  ought  to  be  made 
absolute.  But,  although  it  is  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  this 
particular  case,  to  determine  the  general  question,  so  ably  argued,  as 
to  the  operation  of  the  Statute  in  this  Colony,  without  the  express 
adoption  of  it  by  an  ordinance  of  the  local  Legislature,  it  may  be 
proper  to  intimate  our  opinion  upon  it;,  as  we  are  now  on  the  eve  of  a 
criminal  session  of  the  Supreme  Court,  when  in  all  probability  the 
question  might  be  raised  for  discussion  before  a  single  Judge,  who 
would  be  unwilling  to  determine  it  without  the  assistance  of  his 
brethren,  and  thus  inconvenient  delay  in  the  proceedings  of  the  Court 
might  arise.  By  the  I^ew  South  Wales  Act,  9  Oeo,  IV,  c  83,  see,  24, 
all  laws  and  statutes  in  forco  within  the  realm  of  England,  at  the 
time  of  passing  that  Act,  not  being  inconsistent  therewith,  shall  be 
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1839.        applied  in  the  administration  of  justice  in  the  Courts  of  this  Colony, 


Ex  parte  ^^  ^^^  ^  the  same  can  be  applied  within  the  same.  This  was  a  peculiar 
Nichols,  provision  purposely  introduced  to  remove  all  doubts  of  the  applica* 
Doicling  C.J.  bility  of  all  the  fundamental  laws  of  England  to  this  newlj-planted 
Colony,  80  far  as  they  could  be  applied.  In  that  elaborate  Act,  so 
often  renewed,  I  find  nothing  restrictive  of  the  applicability  of  other 
fundamental  laws  in  the  administration  of  justice,  which  have  been 
since  passed  by  the  Imperial  Parliament*  There  being  nothing  to 
restrain  the  Courts  of  the  Colony  from,  applying  such  laws,  the 
reasonable  inference  is  that  the  Legislature  intended  that  they  also 
should  be  as  much  in  force  (subject  to  the  same  modification),  as 
those  which  were  in  force  in  England  prior  to  the  28th  July,  1828, 
the  date  of  the  Act.  It  is  true,  that  by  the  same  Act  (sec.  21),  the 
Governor,  with  the  advice  of  the  Legislative  Council,  has  power  and 
authority  to  make  laws  and  ordinances  for  the  peace,  welfare,  and  good 
government  of  the  Colony ;  but  this  is  obviously  the  power  only  of 
making  local,  not  fundamental  laws ;  for  the  section  enacts  the  proviso 
that  ^*  such  laws  and  ordinances  shall  not  be  repugnant  to  this  Act, 
&c.,  or  to  the  laws  of  England."  There  is  nothing  said  about  the 
power  of  adopting  by  local  ordinances  any  fundamental  laws  affecting 
the  personal  rights  of  Her  Majesty's  subjects,  already  passed  by  the 
Imperial  Parliament,  which  can  be  applied  in  the  administration  of 
justice  in  the  Colonial  Courts.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  by 
necessary  implication,  any  fundamental  law,  affecting  the  personal 
rights  of  British  subjects,  for  the  due  administration  of  justice,  passed 
since  the  25th  July,  1828,  not  repugnant  thereto,  is  in  force  in  this 
Colony,  as  far  as  local  circumstances  will  admit,  without  the  formal 
adoption  of  them  by  the  local  Legislature.  The  right  of  appearing  by 
counsel  or  attorney,  as  conveyed  by  the  late  Act,  I  regard  as  a  funda- 
mental personal  right.  The  laws  of  this  Colony  are  strictly  English, 
or  are  not  contrary  to  the  law  of  England  or  the  Act  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83, 
except  such  as  peculiar  local  circumstances  may  have  justified  a  de* 
parture  therefrom.  In  the  administration  of  justice  in  the  Courts  of 
this  Colony,  we  have  been  constrained  to  act  in  innumerable  instances 
upon  judicial  expositions  of  the  law  of  England  by  the  Courts  at 
Westminster,  decided  since  the  passing  of  the  New  South  Wales  Act, 
but  nobody  ever  dreamed  that  it  was  necessary  to  have  such  decisions 
adopted  by  ordinances  of  the  local  Legislature,  to  give  them  validity 
in  the  Colonial  Courts.  Shall  therefore  a  fundamental  law  regarding 
a  personal  right  for  the  due  administration  of  justice,  enacted  by  the 
Queen,  Lords,  and  Common?,  in  Parliament  assembled,  be  less  obliga- 
tory upon  us,  for  want  of  formal  adoption,  than  were  judicial  decisions  ? 
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bound  b j  the  decision  of  the  Judges  in  Collier  v.  nicks,  without  the     £x  parte 
adoption  of  the  local  Legislature.    That  decision  has  been  virtually     Nichols. 
overruled  by  Parliament,  which  has  declared  and  enacted  a  different  J>o\cHng  C.J. 
exposition  of  the  law  of  England,  upon  a  fundamental  principle  in 
the  mode  of  administering  justice ;  and  as  I  cannot  find  any  technical 
rule  restraining  us  from  adopting  and  acting  upon  the  law  of  England 
as  it  is  now  enacted,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  holding  that  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Prisoners'  Counsel  Act,  regarding  as  they  do  the  sacred 
interests  of  justice,  are  in  force  in  this  Colony,  so  far  as  they  can  be 
applied,  and  there  is  local  machinery  to  set  its  principles  and  provi- 
sions in  operation. 

Willis,  J.  Before  I  state  the  grounds  which  induce  the  conclu- 
sion that  in  this  case  I  have  arrived  at,  I  wish  to  notice  some  of  the 
arguments  at  the  bar,  which,  though  not,  perhaps  essentially  neces- 
sary to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  deciding  this  matter,  seem  to  me 
of  too  much  general  importance  to  be  admitted  to  pass  without 
observation.  The  argument  urged  by  Mr.  JPurefoy  (a  gentleman  who, 
if  I  have  any  powers  of  vaticination,  will  be  a  most  useful  member  of 
the  Australian  bar)  against  the  policy  of  permitting  counsel  to  defend 
an  accused  party,  has  had  the  sanction  of  the  highest  authority. 
Sergeant  Hawkins,  after  stating  the  rule,  says,  with  reference  to  the 
rule  I  have  just  read — "  This  indeed  many  have  complained  of  as  very 
unreasonable ;  yet,  if  it  may  be  considered,  that  generally  everyone  of 
common  understanding  may  as  properly  speak  to  a  matter  of  fact  as 
if  he  were  the  best  lawyer,  and  that  it  requires  no  manner  of  skill  to 
make  a  plain  and  honest  defence,  which,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  is  always 
tlie  best ;  the  simplicity,  the  innocence,  the  artless,  and  the  ingenious 
behaviour  of  one  whose  conscience  acquits  him,  having  something  in 
it  more  moving  and  convincing,  than  the  highest  eloquence  of  persons 
ppeaking  in  a  cause  not  their  own.  And  if  it  be  further  considered, 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  be  indifferent  between  the  King  and 
prisoner,  and  to  see  that  the  indictment  be  good  in  law,  and  the 
proceedings  regular,  and  the  evidence  legal,  and  such  as  fully  proves 
the  point  in  issue,  there  seems  no  great  reason  to  fear  but  that 
generally  speaking,  the  innocent,  for  whose  safety  alone  the  law  is 
concerned,  have  rather  an  advantage  than  a  prejudice  in  having  the 
Court  their  only  counsel.  Whereas,  on  the  other  side,  the  very 
speech,  gesture,  countenance,  and  manner  of  defence  of  those  who  are 
guilty,  when  they  speak  for  themselves*,  may  often  help  to  disclose  the 
truth,  which  probably  would  not  so  well  be  discovered  from  the  arti- 
ficial defence  of  the  others  speaking  for  them."  I  venture,  however, 
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1839,        yrith  all  respectful  humility,  to  dissent  from  so  higli  an  authority,  and 


Ex  2)arte  to  think  the  modem  doctrine,  as  enacted  by  the  Prisonen^  Counsel 
Nichols.  J5/7Z,  much  more  reasonable  and  just ;  but  because  I  do  think  so,  it 
Willis  J.  jjy  uQ  means  Ibllows  that  Mr.  Purefoy  was  not  perfectly  warranted  in 
pressing  his  able  and  ingenious  argument  on  the  notice  of  the  Court. 
On  the  other  hand,  my  friend  Mr.  a^ Beckett^  read  some  rery  able 
comments  of  a  modern  author,  on  the  report  of  the  Commissioners  of 
legal  inquiry,  showing  the  expediency  of  the  recent  Act  of  the  British. 
Parliament.  What,  however,  may  be  expedient  for  the  Legislature  to 
enact,  may  not  be  lawful  (unless  it  may  be  in  strict  accordance  with 
existing  law)  for  a  Judge  to  decide.  I  entirely  agree  with  that 
eminent  lawyer,  who,  in  the  argument  I  shall  have  hereafter  to  refer 
to,  most  justly  said,  "  Let  one  suppose  that,  in  consequence  of  some 
gi^ievous  treason,  it  is  nocessary  to  try  some  offenders  by  special 
commission,  or  that  such  violation  of  the  public  peace,  in  murders  and 
robberies,  occurred,  as  made  a  speedy  conviction  and  execution  of  the 
offenders  not  only  salutary  but  essential  to  the  public  good — or  that, 
under  a  military  commission,  it  was  necessary  that  the  General  should 
be  entrusted  with  extraordinary  powers — should  the  most  imminent 
necessity,  the  most  manifest  peril  and  jeopardy  to  ihe  soIub  publiea^ 
authorise  any  of  the  learned  judges,  or  any  commander,  either  civil  or 
military,  to  assume  such  authority  ?  Or  could  it  amount  to  anything 
in  the  nature  of  a  legal  excuse,  unless  the  power  was  expressly  given 
by  commission  from  the  Crown?  I  do  state  that,  having  looked 
anxiously  into  many  books  to  see  whether  necessity  would  authorise 
ai:iy  person  to  act  in  such  a  case,  although  under  the  influence  of  the 
purest  intentions,  there  is  no  authority  or  usage  which  warrants  such 
an  assumption,  and  practice  is  in  every  respect  against  it.  (See  Mr. 
Nolan's  argument  in  Sir  Thoftias  FictorCs  case  (8),  p.  951).  In  this 
and  every  other  case,  therefore,  where  I  am  not  bound  by  a  previous 
decision  of  this  Court,  I  shall  endeavour  to  act  upon  the  law  as  I  find 
it,  and  not  upon  what  has  been  called  "  the  tyrant's  plea,*'  viz., 
necessity  or  expediency.  My  friend,  Mr.  Windeyer,  attempted  to  draw 
a  parallel  between  the  Prisoners'  Counsel  Bill  and  the  82nd  Oeo.  Ill, 
c.  60,  commonly  called  the  Libel  Act,  1  doubt  much  that  the  parallel 
will  hold.  It  is  but  justice,  however,  to  my  learned  friend,  to  state, 
that  by  the  Libel  Act  "  it  is  declared  and  enacted,"  as  therein  mentioned. 
This,  Lord  Coke,  I  believe,  had  long  before  laid  down  as  law,  "  that  the 
right  of  the  jury  to  decide  the  whole  issue  applied  equally  to  criminal 
and  civil  causes,"  (I  Inst.  226  and  227).  It  is  said  that  when  the 
statute  passed,  no  doubt  existed  as  to  civil  cases,  and  the  Act  declared 

(8)  Thirty  State  Trials,  954. 
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the  doubts  which  were  BUggested  as  to  criminal  cases  to  be  contrary  to  ISSO. 
law.  The  statute  at  onee  professed  to  be  declaratory,  and  (though  Mc parte 
strongly  opposed  by  Lord  Thurlow  and  Lord  Mansfield)  was  suffered  ^rcnoLs. 
to  pass  as  a  declaratory  Act.  Mr.  Fox^  in  his  introductory  speech,  WUIU  J. 
expressly  characterised  it  as  a  declaratory  bill  \  he  protested  against 
"anything  like  innoyation"  ;  he  reprobated  the  doctrine  of  the  judges, 
with  regard  to  j  uries  being  only  judges  of  mere  fact,  as  of  **  modem  date  "; 
and  when  the  bill  was  committed,  he  called  for  the  sense  of  the  house  on 
this  very  point  which  put  the  matter  beyond  doubt.  "  If  the  committee 
were  clear  as  to  the  law  on  the  subject,  he  thought  their  wisest  and  most 
proper  measure  would  be,  to  enact  a  declaratory  law  respecting  it.  If 
the  committee  were  of  opinion  that  the  high  authorities  (namely,  the 
judges)  on  the  other  side  of  the  question  made  the  law  doubtful,  they 
might  settle  the  law  on  the  subject  in  future,  without  any  regard  to  what 
it  had  been  in  times  past."  (See  Fox*e  Speech,  vol.  4,  p.  245-262).  The 
bill  passed  as  a  declaratory  law.  Dr.  Bissettf  in  his  life  of  Oeorge  III, 
▼ol.  2,  p.  323,  says — "  This  bill  was  not  debated  as  a  party  question,  but  as 
a  subject  of  existing  law,  j  ustice,  and  constitutional  rights."  Mr.  Justice 
Siephen  asked  in  the  course  of  the  argument  whether  if  the  Prisoners* 
Counsel  Bill  was,  per  se,  in  force  in  this  Colony,  Sir  John  CamphelYs 
Bill  for  the  Abolition  of  Imprisonment  for  Debt,  would  not  have  been 
ako  in  force  preyiously  to  its  express  adoption  by  the  Legislatiyo 
Council,  on  the  very  same  principle  ?  In  addition  to  what  I  then 
ventured  to  road  as  explanatory  of  my  view  on  this  subject,  I  would 
now  take  leave  to  call  His  Honor's  attention  to  what  strikes  me  as  an 
essential  distinction  between  the  Bill  for  the  Abolition  of  Imprison- 
ment for  Debt  and  the  Prisoners'  Counsel  Bill.  The  former  abolishes 
a  power  that  was,  for  the  most  part,  put  in  motion  between  subject 
and  subject,  with  reference  to  property  ;  the  latter  confers  a  priyilege 
on  the  subject  against  the  power  of  the  Crown  with  respect  to  the 
pcnen^it  adds  to  the  great  constitutional  right  conferred  by  Magna 
Charta, ''  that  no  free-man  shall  be  apprehended,  or  imprisoned,  or 
banished,  or  in  any  other  manner  disparaged,  except  by  the  legal 
judgment  of  his  peers,  or  by  the  law  of  the  land."  It  adds  to  this,  I 
say,  that  no  such  judgment  shall  pass  without  all  freemen  being  per- 
mitted preyiously  to  defend  themselves  by  counsel.  To  proceed,  how- 
ever, to  the  question  more  immediately  before  us.  This  application  is 
for  a  mandamuSy  to  compel  a  Magistrate  to  hear  an  attorney  on  behalf^ 
of  a  party  accused  of  an  offence,  which,  if  proved,  would  subject  him  to 
a  penalty  on  summary  conviction.  At  common  law  a  person  accused 
of  felony  was  not  entitled  to  make  full  defence  by  counsel;  but  it  is 
contended  that  the  principles  of  the  common  law  were  in  favour  of 
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Ex  parte  conviction.  Summary  convictionB,  however,  were  unknown  to  the 
Nichols,  common  law.  How,  therefore,  could  it  be  applicable  to  circumstanoes 
WUli8  J.  to  which  it  is  a  stranger,  the  common  law  itself  being  nothing  but 
immemorial  custom,  applicable  to  certain  well-known  facts  ?  I  believe 
the  decision  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  Collier  v.  Hicks  (9),  to 
have  been  perfectly  legal,  and  that  previously  to  the  Prisoners'  Counsel 
Bill,  it  was  entirely  discretionary  with  the  Magistrates  to  hear  or  not 
to  hear  an  attorney  on  behalf  of  either  the  informer  or  the  accused  in 
cases  like  the  present.  It  was  on  this  ground,  and  without  reference 
to  the  Prisoners'  Counsel  Bill,  that  I  differed  from  my  colleagues  in 
ex  parte  Dillon.  I  admit  that  there  was  a  seeming  inconsistency  in  a 
party  who  had  committed  an  assault,  for  instance,  being  permitted  to 
make  full  defence  by  counsel  or  attorney,  if  tried  at  Quarter  Sessions 
before  several  Magistrates  and  a  jury,  and  depriving  him  of  that 
privilege,  if  about  to  be  dealt  with  for  the  same  offence,  by  two 
Magistrates  only,  under  the  Statute  9  Oeo.  IV,  c.  81,  s.  27.  An 
anomaly  similar  to  that  which  prevails  here  in  the  case  of  the  unfor- 
tunate convicts  who,  if  tried  before  the  Supreme  Court,  have  the  advan- 
tage of  trial  by  jury,  and  yet,  if  brought  before  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions,  for  a  like  offence,  may  be  dealt  with  by  the  Magistrates  in  a  sum- 
mary manner.  The  Prisoners'  Counsel  Bill  having  become  the  law  of 
England,  the  point  now  for  decision  is,  whether,  although  this  law  has 
passed  since  the  statute  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  for  the  administration  of 
justice  in  the  Colony,  and  has  not  hitherto  been  expressly  adopted  by 
the  local  Legislature,  that  which  is  now  become  a  fundamental  consti- 
tutional personal  right  of  British  subjects,  can  be  denied  them  in  this 
Colony.  The  Prisoners'  Counsel  Bill  is,  I  think,  as  much  the  birth- 
right of  an  Englishman  as  the  Magna  Charia,  the  Habeas  Corpus  Act, 
the  Bill  of  Eights,  or  the  Act  of  Settlement.  I  agree  with  Mr.  Nolan ^ 
in  his  most  able  argument  in  Sir  Thomas  Picton's  case  (10),  and  I 
consider  the  authorities  he  has  cited  indisputable,  and  the  inferences 
he  has  drawn  from  them  in  a  great  measure  applicable  to  the  present 
point,  and  unanswerable.  When  the  British  sovereign  goes  from 
England,  his  accompanying  subjects  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
English  law.  When  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  travelled  into  Scotland 
with  Edward  I,  it  administered  justice  in  Scotland,  not  according  to 
the  Scotch  law,  but  according  to  the  law  of  England.  It  is  manifest, 
therefore,  that  the  circumscribed  limits  of  Colonial  laws  cannot  prevail 
against  the  law  of  England  in  such  case,  and  that  the  laws  of  England 
are  not  so  confined  to  that  kingdom,  but  that  there  are  circumstances 
(9)  2  B.  and  Ad.,  663.  (10)  Thirty  State  Trials,  954. 
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in  which  they  extend  throughout  the  British  dominions,  and  even  1839. 
bejond  them.  Thus  by  the  statute  33  Henry  VIII,  c.  23,  murderers,  ^^  p^rte 
or  persons  suspected  of  murder,  after  examination  by  three  Privy  Nichols. 
Councillors,  may  be  tried  by  Commissioners,  at  such  place  as  may  be  WUUs  J. 
uppointed,  "  in  whatsoever  shire  or  place  within  the  King's  dominions, 
or  without,  such  offences  were  done  or  committed.  If  then,  for 
instance,  as  was  well  put  by  Mr.  a^Bechett^  the  seven  unhappy  men 
who  were  lately  tried  and  executed  in  this  Colony  for  a  most  wanton 
and  barbarous  murder  of  a  number  of  the  aboriginals,  had,  in  con- 
tsequence  of  the  removal  of  the  Queen  and  the  Queen's  Bench  into 
this  Colony,  been  tried  before  that  Court,  or  had  been  tried  by  Com- 
missioners, appointed  under  the  statute  of  33  Henry  YIII,  c.  23,  in 
either  of  such  cases  the  prisoners  must  have  been  tried,  I  conceive, 
according  to  the  law  of  England,  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  such 
trial,  and  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  make  full  defence  by 
counsel,  a  privilege  which  (possibly,  under  an  erroneous  impression) 
was  not  claimed  by  them,  but  had  it  been  claimed  by  them  and 
accorded  (however  manifest  the  guilt  was  of  these  unfortunate  men, 
in  my  mind,  at  least),  who  can  say  what  might  have  been  the  effect 
of  an  impassioned  and  eloquent  defence  by  counsel  on  the  minds 
of  the  Jury.  I  mention  this,  merely  by  way  of  illustration  of 
the  question  which  I  consider  to  be  now  at  issue — a  question 
which,  I  repeat,  appears  to  me  to  be  no  less  than  this : — Are  the 
personal  rights,  those  personal  rights  which  are  the  fundamental, 
constitutional,  and  inherent  birthrights  of  British  subjects  owing 
allegiance  to  the  British  crown  (personal  rights,  I  say,  as  contra- 
distinguished from  rights  cocnected  with  the  enjoyment  of  property), 
to  be  denied  them  within  the  British  dominio^,  more  especially  in  a 
Colony  like  this,  which  is  by  express  statutory  regulation  to  be 
governed  by  the  laws  of  England  ?  I  at  once  admit  (as  it  is  stated  by 
Mr.  'Howard,  in  the  introduction  of  his  valuable  work  on  colonial  law, 
p.  10),  that  according  to  the  principle  of  the  decision  by  the  Privy 
Council  of  the  case  in  2  P.  Williams^  p.  75,  it  follows  that  in  Barbados, 
the  Leeward  Islands,  the  Bahamas,  and  the  Bermudas,  all  of  which 
were  original  settlements  of  British  subjects,  the  common  law  of 
England,  and  all  Statutes  of  the  British  Parliament  applicable  to  their 
situation  and  condition,  passed  previously  to  the  islands  being  respec- 
tively so  settled,  and  having  a  local  Legislature  of  their  own,  are  in 
force,  except  such  as  have  been  varied  or  renounced  by  their  respec- 
tive local  Governments."  On  the  word  "previously"  Mr.  Howard 
sabjoins  the  following  note,  which  appears  to  have  been  extracted 
from   JPownalVt   Adminisfraiion   of  the   Colonieif    p.   128: — "Nay, 
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1839.  further,  every  Act  of  Parliament  (e.g.y  the  Bill  of  Sights)  paseed 
Exparu  since  the  establishment  of  the  Colonies,  which  relates  to  the  general 
KicHOLs.  police  of  the  realm,  or  the  rights  and  liberties  of  the  subjects  of 
WUJU^.  the  realm,  although  wilJiont  the  intervention  or  express  coneent 
of  their  own  respective  Legislatures  or  representatives  hath  been,  conr 
sidered,  and  I  may  venture  to  say  adopted,  as  a  part  of  the  law  and 
constitution  of  those  coimtries."  The  principle  on  which  this  is  based 
is,  I  think,  fully  explained  in  the  able  and  irresistible  argum^it  of 
Mr.  ITolan,  in  Sir  Thomas  Ficton^i  case,  already  alluded  to,  which  alae 
clearly  (to  me,  at  least)  shows  the  grounds  on  which,  in  t^e  Island  of 
Nevis,  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  obtained  both  at  common  law,  and 
in  favour  of  liberty  by  the  Act  of  Charles  II,  though  that  Act  passed 
long  subsequently  to  the  legal  settlement  of  the  island.  {Vide  Clarks^s^ 
Colonial  Law,  p.  157).  I  may  here  remark,  simply  as  a  matter  of  fact 
and  not  by  way  of  argument,  that  in  Grrenada,  where  the  Court  follows 
the  laws  and  rules  of  the  Criminal  Courts  in  England ;  and  in  the 
Criminal  Courts  of  Tobago,  Jamaica,  and  the  Bahamas,  where  also  the 
English  law,  and  roles  of  practice  prevail  (see  Clarke's  Colonial  LaWj 
under  these  several  heads),  prisoners  are  allowed  to  make  full  defence 
by  counsel.  The  statute  of  9  Gteo,  lY,  c.  83,  after  having  previously 
enacted  that  no  laws  made  by  the  local  Legislature  should  be  repug* 
nant  to  the  laws  of  England,  provides  that  all  laws  and  statutes  in 
force  within  the  realm  of  England,  at  the  time  of  passing  tiiat  Act, 
shall  be  applied  in  the  administration  of  justice  in  this  Colony — a 
provision  which  being  in  strict  accordance  with  the  decision  reported 
by  Feere  Williams  (II),  must,  I  apprehend,  be  taken  with  precLselj 
the  same  limitation.  This  indeed  is  fully  proved  by  the  following 
example  : — The  Act  10  Qeo.  IV,  c.  7,  for  the  relief  of  His  Majesty's 
Eoman  Catholic  subjects,  though  containing  a  provision  that  the  oaths 
therein  mentioned  should  be  taken  in  certain  specified  courts  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  was,  by  the  Act  of  the  local  Legislature,  10  Geo%  IV, 
No.  9,  8th  January,  1830,  not  adopted  in  the  manner  that  the  other 
Acts  of  the  Imperial  Parliament  are  adopted  in  this  Colony,  but  ^*  it  was 
thereby  enacted  that  the  said  Act  of  Parliament  extended  to  and  was 
in  full  force,  and  the  same  was  thereby  declared  "  (and  rightly  declared^ 
it  having  conferred  upon,  or  restored  to  a  portion  of  the  subjects  of 
the  British  Crown,  certain  fundamental  constitutional  personal  rights, 
whu;h  had  previously  been  withheld)  *'to  extend  to  and  be  in  full 
force  in  this  Colony,  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  if  the  said 
Act  had  contained  a  positive  clause  to  that  effect"  Thus  was  this 
Statute  "declared"  to  be  law,  and  not  "adopted"  as  law— declared 

(11)  2  P.  Wm«.  76. 
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to  be  law,  though  passed  subsequently  to  the  statute  9  Geo.  lY,  c.  83,        1^39. 
which  introduces  the  law  of  England,  only  up  to  the  time  of  passing     Ex  parte 
that  Act.    The  words  of  the  Prisoners'  Counsel  Bill,  are  "  all  persons  ";     Nichols. 
there  is  no  limitation  whatever  to  England  and.  Ireland^  and  Scotland      WiUis  J. 
is  excepted  merely  because  by  the  civil  law  which  prevails  there, 
prisoners  already  enjoyed  that  benefit.    This  Act  confers  a  fundamental 
constittttioual  persona]  right  of  the  highest  importance  on  every  British 
subject,  and  in  my  opinion,  therefore,  like  the  Boman  Catholic  Belief 
Bill,  extends  to  all  subjects  owing  allegiance  to  the  Queen  throughout 
the  British  dominions,  and  certainly  not  less  so  to  those  who  in  this 
Colony  have  the  happiness  to  live  under  English  laws,  than  to  any 
others.    '*  Justice,"  says  the  poet, 

" like  the  liberal  light  of  Heaven, 

Unfettered  shines  on  aU." 

Some  there  are  who  might  have  deemed  it  expedient  to  delay  the 
introduction  to  this  Colony  of  this  great  constitutional  privilege,  if  it 
were  still  a  matter  of  choice.  In  my  opinion,  however,  there  is  now 
no  option.  I  could  have  wished  that  the  local  Legislature  had  pro- 
mulgated the  Prisoners'  Counsel  Bill^  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
Boman  Catholic  Belief  Bill  was  declared  to  be  the  law  of  this  Colony ; 
but  whether  there  be  or  be  not  any  such  promulgation,  I  in  my  con- 
science am  bound  to  declare,  that  I  conceive  it  to  be  at  this  moment 
the  law  of  the  Colony,  to  be  one  of  those  fundamental  constitutional 
personal  rights  for  securing  the  liberty  of  the  subject,  which,  like 
liberty  itself,  according  to  a  celebrated  writer,  **  should  reach  every 
individual  of  a  people,  as  they  all  share  one  common  nature ;  if  it  only 
spread  among  particular  branches,  there  had  better  be  none  at  all, 
since  such  liberty  only  aggravated  the  misfortunes  of  those  who  are 
deprived  of  it,  by  setting  before  them  a  disagreeable  subject  of  com- 
parison.*'    {Addison,  "  Spectator,"  vol.  4,  No.  287.) 

Stephen,  J.  I  concur  in  opinion  with  the  rest  of  the  Bench,  that 
the  mandamus  applied  for  in  this  case  ought  to  issue.  It  is  my  misfor- 
tune, however,  to  dissent  from  both  my  learned  colleagues,  as  to  the 
grounds  of  our  decision.  Their  Honors  have  determined,  that  the 
Prisoners'  Counsel  Act,  in  common  with  every  other  Act  conferring 
a  constitutional  personal  right,  extends  to  this  Colony;  and  that 
therefore  the  privilege  contended  for  exists  by  virtue  of  an  express 
enactment  of  the  British  Parliament.  I  also  think  the  principle 
exists,  but  as  at  Common  Lato,  and  not  by  force  of  any  enactment 
whatever.  With  unfeigned  respect  for  the  learning  and  experience  of 
those  from  whom  I  thus  differ,  I  cannot  bring  my  mind  to  agree  with 
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1839         them.     I  think  that  the  Prisoners'  Counsel  Act  does  not  extend  here. 


Ez  pai'te  ^^  ^^  does,  there  is  no  sound  reason,  as  it  appears  to  nae,  for  holding 
Nichols,  that  any  other  general  Act,  especial]  j  if  it  relate  to  the  administration 
Stephen  J.  of  justice,  does  not  equally  extend.  The  Court  will  thus  have  opened 
a  flood-gate,  through  which,  I  fear,  there  will  from  time  to  time  be  let 
in  upon  us,  without  preparation  or  the  time  for  preparation,  a  host  of 
enactments  ;  the  consequences  of  which,  no  man  can  venture  to  fore- 
tell. If  the  Prisoners^  Counsel  Act  extends  here,  why  does  not  the 
recent  Act  for  liberating  the  person  from  arrest,  except  in  case  of 
meditated  flight,  extend  here?  Why  does  not  every  Act,  of  the 
many  passed  from  time  te  time,  for  altering  the  punishment  in 
criminal  cases  P  So  of  various  other  Acts,  which  it  would  be  easy  to 
enumerate.  Yet  hitherto,  local  Acts  have  been  thought  necessary 
for  adopting  them.  Indeed  if  a  local  law  be  not  required  or  be  not 
resorted  to  in  these  cases,  there  would  (and  in  future  there  will),  as  it 
seems  to  me,  be  innumerable  difficulties  arising.  From  what  date,  for 
instance,  are  the  provisions  of  an  act  to  commence  ?  If,  in  England, 
the  Act  began  to  operate  from  the  day  of  its  passing,  it  would  operate 
in  this  Colony,  I  presume,  from  the  day  of  its  arrival.  But  how  is  that 
fact  of  arrival  to  be  determined  ?  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  Act  be 
appointed  to  commence  in  England,  as  is  usual,  from  a  future  fixed 
day  (which  will  generally  have  expired,  before  we  can  hear  of  the 
enactment  itself),  how  is  a  corresponding  period  to  be  settled  for  its 
commencement  here  ?  Look  at  the  many  Acts  passed  of  late  years,  for 
altering  the  mode  of  succession  to  property ;  for  altering  the  law  of 
dower ;  for  limiting  the  periods  within  which  various  actions  may  be 
brought,  and  so  on.  Now  all  such  laws  as  these,  and  all  which  in  any 
way  alter  the  criminal  law,  it  was  admitted  at  the  Bar,  must  be  holden 
to  extend  here  (on  the  principle  contended  for),  if  the  Prisoners^ 
Counsel  Act  does.  Let  us  only  reflect  on  the  consequences  of  the 
instantaneous  commencement  of  laws  so  extensive  and  so  important. 
One  of  the  least  is,  that  the  functions  of  the  local  Legislature  will,  for 
ever,  be  reduced  into  such  narrow  limits  as  that  its  institution  must 
become  almost  useless.  I  cannot  find  that  this  is  the  law  ;  I  cannot 
believe  that  this  was  ever  intended  by  Parliament.  The  observations 
at  the  Bar,  as  to  the  constitution  of  the  legislative  body,  have  no 
weight  in  this  question.  If  the  present  Legislature  have  not  an  option, 
in  determining  whether  recent  English  statutes  shall  or  shall  not  extend 
here,  neither  (if  the  principle  contended  for  be  worth  anything)  will 
any  future  legislative  body  possess  it.  But,  as  I  conceive,  the  Parlia- 
ment gave  the  Colony  a  Legislature,  on  purpose  that  it  might  exercise 
that  option.     It  said,  in  the  Act  to  which  this  Court  owes  its  existence, 
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up  to  this  period  we  legislate  for  you ;  take  all  our  present  laws,  all  1S39. 
the  laws  now  in  force;  and  from  this  date  legislate  for  yourselves.  Ex  parte 
Let  us  consider  the  reasonableness  of  this.  In  the  case  of  burglary  or  Nichols. 
house-breaking  for  instance.  In  England,  there  may  have  been  many  Stephen  J. 
local  reasons,  why  crimes  should  not  be  capitally  punished.  They  may 
be  unfrequent;  there  may  be  considerable  protection  against  them; 
when  committed,  there  may  be  easy  means  of  detecting  the  offenders ; 
▼ery  few  houses  may  be  isolated,  at  a  distance  from  neighbours ;  and 
there  may  be  other  reasons.  But,  in  this  Colony,  there  may  be  a 
state  of  things  the  very  reverse ;  and  the  Legislature  may  conceive, 
that,  without  the  severest  punishment  those  crimes  may  continue, 
and  no  man's  dwelling,  in  this  scattered  population,  be  secure.  Tet 
the  law  of  England,  passed  only  with  reference  to  the  state  and 
condition  of  England,  is  to  prevail ;  the  local  Legislature  can 
have  no  voice  in  the  matter. — And  so  of  other  Acts.  As  to  the 
Prnoners  Counsel  Acf^  there  seems  every  reason  why  this  Legislature 
Rhould,  if  in  any  case,  have  the  option  spoken  of.  If  the  case  of 
Collier  v.  Hicks  (11)  be  law,  persons  under  prosecution  before  Magis- 
trates in  their  summary  jurisdiction,  have  no  right  to  professional 
assistance.  On  the  contrary,  the  Magistrates  have  a  right  to  determine, 
who  shall  act  as  advocates  before  them ;  or  whether  any  advocate  shall 
be  allowed  at  all.  But  setting  the  case  of  summary  convictions  aside, 
we  come  to  that  of  felonies.  Here,  at  all  events,  there  is  no  room  for 
doubt.  The  law  is  clear.  A  prisoner  under  trial  for  felony  has  not, 
and  never  had,  a  right  to  full  defence  by  Counsel  in  England.  In 
England,  after  much  debate,  this  state  of  things  has  recently  been 
altered.  And  perhaps  it  w^ill  be  conceded,  on  all  hands,  that  a  similar 
change  would ,  abstractedly,  be  desirable  here.  But,  local  circumstances 
may  not  immediately  admit  of  it.  The  state  of  things,  as  afEecting  this 
question,  here  and  in  England,  may  be  essentially  different.  One  has 
to  consider  the  extent  of  crime,  as  compared  with  the  population ;  the 
state  of  the  Bar;  the  state  of  business  in  our  Courts;  the  length 
of  time  which  it  is  possible  to  devote  to  Criminal  Trials ;  and  so  on. 
Now,  the  Colonial* Legislature  may  form  an  erroneous  opinion,  on  all 
these  points.  But,  that  is  not  the  question.  It  is,  whether  those 
points  shall  or  shall  not  be  considered.  This  Court,  however,  has 
constitutionally  no  power  to  consider  them.  In  England  on  the  other 
hand,  they  cannot  have  been  considered.  The  Parliament  legislated, 
alone,  for  the  Courts,  and  the  Countries  known  to  it.  But  where  were 
the  means  of  judging,  on  such  points,  for  these  Colonies? — ^And, 
where  was  the  necessity;  when  there  notoriously  existed  a  local 

(11)  2  B.  &  Ad.,  663. 


188  &UPBEH£  COURT   GASS& 

1B39;        Legislatore,  to  determine  them ;  by  that  Legislature  therefore,  ia  my 
JSxparte     opinion,   they  should  be  determined*    It  should  have  (and  in  my 
Nichols,     humble  judgment  it  has),  the  right  of  followiug  the  example  of  the 
Stephen  J.     parent  Legislature,  or  of  rejecting  it,  or  postponing  its  adoption  to  a 
more  convenient  season,  or  of  enacting  the  measure  wholly,  or  subject 
to  conditions,  or  in  part  as  it  may  see  fit ;  according  to  local  exigencies, 
and  expediency.     I  think  this,  not  only  of  the  Pruoners'  Counsel  Aef^ 
but  of  every  other,  passed  since  the  time  when  a  local  Legislature  was 
conferred  upon  the  Colony.     I  conceive,  too,  that  this  is  a  proposition, 
of  which  the  maintenance  is,  in  every  point  of  view,  most  important. 
The  power  of  which  I  speak,  may,  occa^onally,  be  of  the  last  moment. 
The  Colonial  Legislature  may  be  of  opinion,  and  rightly,  that  a  change 
in  the  law  beneficial  in  England,  and  passed  perhaps  in  reference  to 
considerations  existing  only  ia  Eagland,  is  however  applicable,  highly 
inexpedient,  or  prejudicial,  in  New  South  Wales.     The  Legislature 
would  gladly  reject,  therefore,  or  at  least  would  modify  or  postpone  it. 
But,  if  the  principle  contended  for,  as  to  the  operation  of  English  laws 
in  this  Colony,  be  at  once  admitted,  and  according  to  my  impression, 
though,  perhaps  a  mistaken  oae,  of  the  judgment  of  this  day,  that 
principle  is  inevitably  recognised,  no  such  power  can  be  exercised.     At 
all  events,  every  such  power  is  at  an  end,  with  respect  to  the  Prisoners^ 
Counsel  Act ;  although  a  power  be  thereby  for  the  first  time  conferred, 
which  previously  existed,  not  by  the  Constitution,  nor  at  Common 
Law,  nor  by  Statute,  and  a  power  be  on  the  other  hand  taken 
away  which  the   Court  of  King's  Bench  has  said,  that  magistrates 
by  that  law  fully  possess.     Such  an  Act,  in  my  opinion,  will  not 
extend  to  this  Colony,  unless  named,  or  unless  by  necessary  and 
unavoidable  construction,  such  extension  was  intended.     We  are  not 
to  infer  such  an  intention,  merely  because  the  enactment  is  equally 
fitting.     Nor,  because  it  can  equally  be  carried  into   effect.     The 
question  must  honafide  be,  for  what  places  did  Parliament  really  mean 
to  legislate.     But  the  general  rule  is — a  rule  laid  down  in  twenty  cases, 
and  repeated  in  every  text  book — that,  except  as  above  excepted, 
Statutes  passed  since  the  settlement  of  a  Colony,  did  not  extend  there. 
Li  other  words,  the  general  presumpton  is,  that  Parliament  did  not 
mean  to  legislate  for  the  Colony.     I  can  discover  nothing  in  the 
Prisoners'  Counsel  Act  to  overcome  that  presumption ;  nothing  to  take 
it  out  of  the  ordinary,  and  I  conceive,  established  rule  in  such  cases. 
The  provision  in  the  New  South  Wales  Act  of  9  Oreo,  IV,  appears  to 
me  to  fortify  this  opinion.    That  Act  was  passed  to  provide  for  the 
government  of  these  colonies,  and  the  administration  of  justice  therein ; 
and  it  enacts,  that  all  the  laws  of  England,  then  in  force  in  Englaatl, 
should,  so  far  as  they  could  be  applied,  be  equally  in  force  here.    What 
does  this  mean,  but  that,  as  to  all  laws  subsequently  passed,  something 
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more  would  be  required  to  give  them  operation  in  the  Colony  P    And        1839. 
does  it  not  implj  that,  but  for  that  enactment,  even  the  then  existing     ^^     ^^^ 
laws  (or  such  of  them,  at  least,  as  had  been  passed  since  the  previous     Nichols. 
New  South  Wales  Act  of  4  Q-.  IV)  would  have  had  no  such  operation  ?    Stephen  J. 
The  efEect  of  the  enactment  seems,  to  my  apprehension,  clearly  this  : — 
It  is  as  if  all  such  then  existing  English  Statutes  had  been  thereupon 
reprinted  for  the  Colony ;  the  Colony  being  actually  named  therein, 
and  the  whole  being  actually  collected,  and  bound  in  the  Colonial 
Statute  Book.    Every  such  law,  in  short,  would  operate  here,  not 
because  it  was  law  in  England,  but  because,  by  express  provision,  it 
had  been  made  the  law  of  the  Colony.    And  thus,  not  one  leaf  can  be 
added  to,  or  subtracted  from  that  Statute  Book,  merely  because  of 
additions  to,  or  alterationa  in  the  Statute  Book  of  England ;  for,  with 
the  latter,  per  se,  we  have  nothing  whatever  to  do.    A  Statute  thus 
once  adopted  into  the  Colonial  Code,  and  forming  part  of  that  Code, 
would  (according  to  this  view  of  the  subject)  no  more  cease  to  exist 
there,  because  its  original  ceased  to  exist  in  England,  than  a  graft 
would  cease  to  live  and  flourish,  because  of  the  death  of  the  parent  tree. 

The  rest  of  His  Honor's  judgment,  oE  which  we  have  no  notes, 
related  to  the  grounds  on  which  he  was,  nevertheless,  in  favour  of  the 
Mandamus.  These  were,  that  he  regarded  the  2nd  section  of  the 
Prisoner's  Counsel  Act,  (relating  to  summary  convictions),  as  declara- 
tory ;  or,  in  other  words,  though  of  no  value  as  an  enactment,  yet 
decisive  as  a  legislative  affirmation  of  a  &ct,  as  an  authoritive  state- 
ment, that  the  privilege  claimed  in  this  case  always  existed.  He 
regarded  that  section,  especially  when  coupled  with  the  reasonableness 
of  the  claim,  and  the  general  opinions  which  prevailed  in  its  favour, 
prior  to  the  case  of  Collier  v.  JEEicks^  founded  on  principle,  and  analogy, 
as  equivalent  to  a  reversal  of  the  decision  in  that  case. 

Hia  Honor  then  proceeded  to  assign  reasons,  at  some  length,  for  the 
opinion  which, but  for  that  deeiaion,  he  said  that  he  should  unhesitatingly 
liaTe  entertained  as  te  the  validity  of  that  claim.  He  concluded  by 
expressing  his  gratification,  as  an  individual,  that,  however  acquired,  the 
li^t  of  full  defence  by  counsel  would  now  be  in  operation.  He  did 
not  think  that  the  Court  had  the  power  of  conferring  that  right ;  but 
he  was  glad,  nevertheless,  at  the  immediate  result,  because  he  was  sure 
tiiat  it  would  be  in  every  way  favourable  to  the  ends  of  justice.  He 
liad,  in  his  official  capacity,  introduced  a  law  into  the  Legislative 
Council  of  the  sister  colony  three  years  ago,  giving  the  right  in  question, 
as  in  England,  and  he  could  testify,  from  personal  observation,  that  the 
measure  had  neither  impeded  nor  retarded  the  administration  of  justice 
in  that  Colony.  He  believed  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  measure  was 
practically  beneficial,  and  he  thought  it  as  wise  as  it  was  just. 

Order  accordingly. 
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(ly  EQriTT.) 

1839.  JSx  parte  LYONS— Jn  re  WILSON  (1). 

Nov,  26.  Englisli  Bankrupt  Law— 9  Geo,  IV,  c.  83,  s,  24— JSa:  post  facto  legvdatum, 

^^Iviir  j"*^*       ^*^®  English  Bankrupt  law  (6  Geo.  IV,  c.  16)  is  not  in  force  in  New  South  Wales. 

*"id  (Per  the  C.J.)    The  adoption  of  this  statute  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  Court, 

Stephen  J,     j^jj^  would  be  in  fact  ex  post  facto  legislation. 

{Per  Stephen  J.)    The  question  of  the  applicability  of  English  statutes  must  be 
determined  with  reference  to  the  date  of  the  New  South  Wales  Act  alone. 

This  was  a  petition  to  the  Court  in  its  equitable  jurisdiction  for  the 
issue  of  a  Commission  in  Bankruptcy  under  6  Geo.  IV,  c.  16. 

The  facts  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the  Chief  Justice. 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  is  a  petition  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Saul 
Lyons  to  the  Judges,  in  yirtue  of  the  Equitable  Jurisdiction  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  given  bj  the  New  South  Wales  Act  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  S3,  s. 
11,  prayiug  that  a  Commission  of  Bankruptcy  may  issue  under  the  seal  of 
the  Court,  in  pursuance  of  the  English  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  IV,  c.  16, 
against  John  Thomas  Wilson,  dealer  and  chapman,  late  of  Sydney,  it 
being  alleged  that  he  had  become  bankrupt  within  the  meaning  of  the 
last  mentioned  statute  by  departing  from  the  Colony  and  remaining 
abroad  with  intent  to  defeat  and  delay  his  creditors.  It  was  contended 
in  support  of  the  petition,  that  by  force  of  the  9  Geo,  IV,  c.  83,  s.  24, 
the  English  Bankrupt  Act,  G  Geo.  IV,  c.  16,  is  applicable  to  this  Colony, 
and  that  the  Judges  are  bound  to  carry  it  into  efEect.  I  own  I  have 
not  yet  recovered  from  the  surprise  I  experienced  when  I  first  heard  it 
intimated  that  an  argument  was  to  be  gravely  raised  on  this  question, 
because  I  know  that  it  had  been  the  impression  of  every  Judge  who  has 
sat  on  this  Bench  since  the  establishment  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and,  I 
believe,  of  every  professional  man  in  the  Colony,  that  however  desirable 
it  might  be  to  have  some  bankrupt  law  enacted  by  the  local  Legislature, 
yet  that  the  bankrupt  law  of  England  was  wholly  inapplicable  to  and 
could  not  be  carried  into  operation  in  this  part  of  Her  Majesty's 
dominions.  The  question,  however,  being  now  solemnly  raised  we  are 
bound  to  decide  it.  The  24th  section  of  the  New  South  Wales  Act 
enacts,  *'  That  all  laws  and  statutes  in  force  within  the  realm  of  England 
at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  Act  (not  being  inconsistent  herewith, 

(1)  The  Sydney  Herald,  27th  November,  1839. 
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or  with  any  charter,  or  letters  patent,  or  order  in  council,  which  may  be        1839. 


issued  in  pursuance  hereof),  shall  be  applied  in  the  administration  of     Ex  parte 
justice  in  the  Courts  of  New  South  Wales,  so  far  as  the  same  can  be     I^yons— 

••  ^  In  re 

applied  within  the  Colony ;  and  as  often  as  any  doubt  shall  arise  as  to  the     Wilson. 

application  of  any  such  laws  or  statutes  in  the  said  Colony,  it  shall  be  Bowling  C.  J. 

lawful  for  the  Goyemor,  by  and  with  the  advice  of  the  Legislative 

Council,  by  ordinances  to  be,  by  them,  for  that  purpose,  made,  to 

declare  whether  such  laws  or  statutes  shall  be  deemed  to  extend  to  the 

Colony,  and  to  be  in  force  within  the  same,  or  to  make  and  establish 

such  limitations  and   modifications    of  any  such  laws  and  statutes 

within  the  Colony  as  may  be  deemed  expedient  in  that  behalf  provided 

always,  that  in  the  meantime,  and  before  any  such  ordinances  shall  be 

actually  made,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Supreme  Court  as  often  as 

any  such  doubts  shall  arise  upon  the  trial  of  any  information  or  actions, 

or  upon  any  other  proceeding  before  them,  to  adjudge  and  decide  as 

to  the  application  of  any  such  laws  or  statutes  in  the  said  Colony. 

Assuming  that  the  petition  now  presented,  comes  within  the  words, 

"  or  upon  any  other  proceeding,"  upon  which  a  doubt  has  arisen, 

which  I  take  to  be  questionable,  because  referable  as  ejusdem  generis 

with  the  trial  of  any  information  or  action  over  which  the  Court  had 

clearly  jurisdiction,  as  a  proceeding  actually  pending,  I  shall  at  once 

apply  myself  to  the  discharge  of  the  duty  thus  required  to  be  performed 

by  the  Court.     The  question  then  is,  whether  the  Bankrupt  Law  of 

England,  which  was  in  force  before  the  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83  can,  as  a 

whole,  or  even  in  part,  be  applied  or  fitted  to  the  wants  of  this  Colony  ? 

The  actual  necessity  for  a  Bankrupt  Law  is  not  to  determine  this 

question — the  point  is,  whether  the  Ungliih  Bankrupt  Law  is  in  itself 

applicable?      There   is  one  preliminary  condition  stipulated  in  the 

twenty-fourth  section,  as  to  the  applicability  of  any  English  law  or 

statute  to  the  Colony,  namely,  that  it  shall  not  be  inconsistent  with  the 

New  South  Wales  Act.      Now  in  the  outset  of  this  case  there  appears 

io  me  to  be  one  paramount  difficulty  in  applying  the  English  Bankrupt 

Law.    The  officers  by  whom  the  law  is  to  be  carried  into  execution, 

are  Commissioners  to  be  appointed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  who  are 

paid  certain  fees  of  office,  sanctioned  by  the  authority  of  Parliament. 

Assuming,  therefore,  that  by  a  strained  construction,  we  could  assume 

the  powers  given  in  terms  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  England,  in 

issuing  a  Commission,  what  authority  have  we  to  create  the  office  of  a 

Commissioner  with  the  right  of  demanding  and  receiving  fees  for  his 

trouble?      This  Court  derives  no  authority  but  what  is  expressly 

carved  out  by  the  New    South  Wales  Act,  which   establishes  the 

Supreme  Court.    By  that  Act,  the  Judges  of  the  Court,  and  such 
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^^^'        Ministerial  or  other  ofScera  as  shall  beneoeflsaryfor  the  administration 
Ex  parte     of  justice  and  for  the  execution  of  the  judgments,  decrees,  orders,  and 
^^Hrt'     P'^^^*'  ®*  ^^  Court,  are  to  be  appointed  hif  the  Crown,    Taking  it 
Wilson,      that  we  might  assume  the  authority  of  appcMnting  the  Commissioners, 
DowUng  C.J.  hy  what  right  could  we  order  the  payment  of  their  fees  ?     I  hope  this 
Court  will  never  so  far  forget  its  promise,  as  to  usurp  the  power  of 
taxing  her  Majesty's  subjects.      This  power   is   extended  even  to 
the  local  Legislature  in  a  very  guarded  and  limited  manner.     The 
25th  section    enacts    *'  that  the  Goyemor   and  Council    shall    not 
impose  any  tax  or  duty,  except   only  such  as  it  may  be  necessary 
to   levy   for   local   purposes,    and    the   purposes    for   which  every 
such  tax  or  duty  may  be  so  imposed,  and  to   or  towards  which 
the  amount  thereof  is  to  be   impropriated   and  applied,  shall   be 
distinctly  and  particularly  stated  in  the  body  of  erery  law  or  ordinance 
imposing  every  such  tax  or  duty."     Now,  if  the  English  Bankrupt  Law 
were  in  force  here,  the  Commissioners  would  be  entitled  to  a  fee  for 
other  duties  specified  in  the  twenty-second  section.    This  Court,  it  is 
true,  is  authorised  to  make  rules  of  practice  for  the  conduct  of  business, 
but  it  is  a  novelty  to  me  (as  was  contended)  that  the  Judges  hare 
power  to  make  rules,  importing  the  creation  of  a  new  jurisdiction  not 
conferred  upon  them  by  Act  of  Parliament.    But  waiving  the  difficulty 
thus  pointed  out,  it  is  quite  obvious  from  every  clause  in  it,  that  the 
English  Bankrupt  Law  could  not  be  carried  out  into  practical  {opera- 
tion in  this  Colony.     It  contemplates  a  state  of  things  that  does  not 
exist  here.    The  initiatory  jurisdiction  is  given  to  the  Lord  Chancellor 
alone ;   it  authorises  the  appointment   of   Commissioners  and  other 
officers,  and  amongst  others  a  Secretary  in  Bankruptcy  by  that  high 
functionary  only ;  provides  for  the  publication  of  proceedings  in  the 
London  Oazeite,  and  English  newspapers ;  the  appointment  by  the 
Commissioners  of  Messengers,  with  powers  under  their  warrant  to 
break  open  houses  and  do  other  stragent  acts,  it  imposes  penalties  on 
different  parties,  says  what  shall  be  done  with  bankrupts  having 
privilege  of  Parliament,  points  out  the  course  to  be  taken  in  seizing 
the  effects  of  a  bankrupt  in  Ireland  and  Scotland,  prescribes  the  duties 
of  Masters  in  Chancery  and  Masters  Extraordinary,  points  out  the 
course  to  be  taken  with  the  bankrupt's  estates  abroad  and  in  colonies, 
regulates  the  mode  of  enrolling  the  proceedings  under  the  Commission, 
makes  provision  as  to  copy-hold  lands,  exempts  proceedings  from  stamp 
and  auction  duties, — in  short,  every  clause  of  the  Act  contemplates  a 
vast  variety  of  matters  and  things  unknown  in  this  Colony ;  and  we 
could  no  more  fit  the  law,  as  it  is  thus  enacted,  to  the  state  of  this 
young  country,  than  we  could  apply  the  English  Marriage  Act,  the 
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other  h»w6  not  neceesary  nor  convenient  for  this  part  of  the  world.  It  jsx  parte 
may  be,  and  I  think  it  is  absolutely  necessary  for  this  Colony  to  have  Ijyons— 
some  Law  of  Bankruptcy,  but  it  is  neither  convenient  nor  practicable  Wilson. 
to  adopt  the  English  Bankrupt  Law,  even  if  it  were  undeniably  the  best  BofpUng  C.J. 
system  ever  enacted  for  a  commercial  people.  One  irresistible  objec- 
tion, if  no  other  existed,  to  the  application  of  the  6  Geo.  IV,  c.  16^ 
would  be  the  frightful  expense  involved,  in  order  to  carry  it  into 
operation.  It  was  to  remedy  this  evil  that  the  statutes  1  and  2  Will. 
IV,  c.  6G,  and  2  and  3  Will.  IV,  c.  114,  were  enacted,  which  have  had 
a  beneficial  effect  in  the  administration  of  the  principles  of  the  6  G-eo. 
IV.  But  even  if  we  were  now  to  decide  that  the  Bankrupt  Law  of 
England  is  in  force  in  the  Colony,  I  do  not  see  how  it  could  help  this 
particular  case.  All  that  we  could  determine  is,  that  from  and  after 
the  application  for  a  petition  for  a  Commission  of  Bankruptcy  against 
Join  Thomas  Wilson,  the  English  Bankrupt  Law  6  Geo.  IV,  c.  16, 
shall  be  in  force  in  this  Colony.  But  how  would  such  a  decision  effect 
the  alleged  bankrupt  ?  To  make  it  effective,  it  must  for  some  purposes 
be  construed  to  have  a  retrospective  operation.  Some  of  the  clauses 
are  highly  penal,  and  specially  the  IGth  section,  which  makes  it  a 
transportable  felony  for  life,  if  the  bankrupt  does  not  surrender  to  the 
Commission  within  six  weeks.  At  the  time  this  man  left  the  Colony, 
neither  he  nor  any  other  person  considered  the  English  Bankrupt  Law 
in  force  in  the  Colony.  Are  we  therefore  now,  to  act  as  legislators  in 
adopting  a  law  so  highly  penal,  and  create  in  fact  a  new  felony,  in  order 
retrospectively  to  affect  a  party,  who,  if  he  had  known  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  law  here,  might  probably  never  have  departed  from  the 
Colony.  In  effect  we  are  called  upon  to  make  an  ex  post  facto  law,  highly 
penal  in  its  consequences  and  deeply  affecting  the  rights  of  parties.  We 
are  called  upon  to  usurp  the  powers  of  Parliament  and  of  the  Legis- 
lative Council.  It  is  an  acknowledged  principle,  which  has  never  been 
disputed  in  a  Court  of  English  Law,  that  the  power  of  making  ex  post 
facto  laws  binding  on  the  subject,  resides  exclusively  in  the  British 
Parliament,  and  cannot  be  constitutionally  exercised  by  any  other 
authority.  Indeed,  so  sparingly  and  cautiously  has  this  power  been 
exercised  even  by  Parliament  itself,  that  if  we  look  through  the  whole 
statute  book  scarcely  six  instances  can  be  found  in  which  it  has  been 
exerted,  and  those  instances  will  be  seen  to  have  occurred  in  reigns  not 
remarkable  for  a  strict  observance  of  the  constitutional  rights  and 
interest  of  the  subject.  It  is  true  that  in  the  present  instance  Parlia- 
ment has  cast  upon  the  Judges  the  duty  of  adjudging  and  deciding  as  to 
the  application  of  English  statutes  to  this  Colony,  but  I  apprehend 
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Ex  parte  IB  not  to  be  enlarged  bj  intendment  or  inference.  If  I  entertained 
^/?iTe~~  ^^^®  doubt  than  I  do  as  to  the  applicability  of  the  English  Bankrupt 
Wilson.  Law  to  the  Colony,  I  should  hesitate  at  this  time,  in  coming  per  saltum 
DowUng  C.J.  to  the  conclusion  that  thej  are  applicable.  It  is  matter  of  history  that 
this  important  subject  has  in  two  successive  sessions  been  under  the 
consideration  of  the  local  Legislature,  and  is  still  depending.  It  is 
notorious  that  the  Legislature  was  moved  to  it,  at  the  earnest  repre- 
sentation of  the  Judges  themselves  (two  of  whom  are  now  on  the 
Bench),  upon  a  conviction  that  the  English  Bankrupt  and  Insolvent 
Laws,  as  codes,  could  not  be  carried  into  elEect,  for  want  of  the  proper 
appliances  to  give  them  operation  in  New  South  Wales,  and  that  the 
state  of  the  Colony  required  a  Bankrupt  and  Insolvent  Law  better 
suited  to  the  wants  of  the  community.  None  of  us  are  ignorant  of  the 
fact  that  our  respected  brother  Burton,  with  great  pains  and  industry, 
framed  a  Bill,  embracing  everything  valuable  in  the  English  Bankrupt 
and  Insolvent  Laws,  and  at  the  same  time  suggested  remedies  for 
defects,  which  it  is  not  to  be  denied  are  inherent  even  in  those  laws  of 
the  mother  country.  Nothing  but  the  grave  importance  of  the  measure 
(which  is,  as  yet,  ill  understood,  though  simple  and  admirable  in 
principle)  has  delayed  its  adoption,  but  I  think  we  may  indulge  a 
sanguine  persuaeion  that  early  in  the  next  session  the  urgent  want  of 
some  Bankrupt  or  Insolvent  Law  in  the  Colony  will  be  satisfied.  In 
anticipation  of  this,  I  think  it  would  behove  this  Court  respectfully  to 
abide  the  deliberations  of  the  Legislature,  rather  than  come  at  once  to 
the  conclusion  we  arc  now  called  upon  to  adopt,  even  if  the  English 
Bankrupt  Law  were  less  doubtful.  This  Colony  has,  indeed,  from  a 
variety  of  causes — its  position  on  the  globe — its  splendid  climate — the 
influx  of  British  capital — the  genius  of  the  English  character— its 
freedom  from  direct  taxation — and  exemption  from  the  restraints  of 
prohibiting  enactments,  assumed  a  wonderful  appearance  of  commercial 
prosperity ;  but  this  is  no  reason  why  a  code  of  Bankrupt  Law,  which 
it  has  taken  many  ages  to  bring  even  to  its  present  state  of  doubtful 
perfection,  should  at  once,  without  due  deliberation,  be  allowed  to 
fetter  the  energies  of  New  South  Wales.  After  maturely  considering 
the  question,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  English  Bankrupt  Law  cannot  be 
applied  to  this  Colony. 

Willis,  J.  To  the  Attorney-General  and  the  learned  gentleman 
associated  with  him  in  this  case  my  thanks  are  due,  and  those,  I  think 
of  the  public  also,  not  only  for  bringing  forward  a  question  of  such 
magnitude  as  to  the  applicability  of  the  English  Bankrupt  Law  to  this 
Colony,  but  likewise  for  the  legal  ability,  and  above  all  for  the  deep 
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anxiety  for  the  welfare  and  protection  of  the  commercial  community 
displayed  on  this  occasion.    The  laws  of  bankruptcy  (even  in  the 
unimproYed  state  in  which  they  were  when  Sir  William  BlacJcstone 
wrote)  are,  according  to  that  learned  commentator  (see  ?ol  II,  s.  471) 
"  considered  as  laws  calculated  for  the  benefit  of  trade,  and  founded 
on  principles  of  humanity  as  well  as  justice ;  and  to  that  end  they 
confer  some  privileges,  not  only  on  the  creditors,  but  also  on  the  bank- 
rapt  or  debtor  himself."     At  this  time  of  day  it  would  be  considered 
a  yery  harsh  application  of  the  term  to  speak  of  every  bankrupt  as  a 
criminal.     [JFa?  parte  Stoke  (2).]     The  spirit  of  the  Bankrupt  Law 
whets  not  the  knife  "  To  cut  the  forfeit  from  that  bankrupt  there" 
(Merchant  Venice,  Act  IV,  s.  2),  though  by  fraudulently  concealing 
his  effects,  he  may  still  bring  upon  himself,  most  deservedly,  the 
heaviest  infliction  of  the  law  short  of  the  punishment  of  deatli.     (Stat. 
6  Geo.  IV,  c.  16,  s.  112).    But  a  bankrupt  who  honestly  gives  up  the 
whole  of  his  effects  to  his  creditors  may,  according  to  the  present  mild 
administration  of  justice,  actually  entitle  himself  to  privileges  which 
debtors  not  liable  to  the  Bankruptcy  Law  cannot  claim.     Thus  he  i?, 
hj  virtue  of  a  certificate  fairly  obtained,  exempted,  with  regard  to  all 
debts  which  might  have  been  proved  under  the  commission  against  him, 
from  prolonged  imprisonment  (see  121st  section  of  the  statute  just 
cited),  and  an  honest  bankrupt  may  never  (in  cases  where  the  dividend 
paid  affords  reasonable  evidence  that  he  has  not  been  speculatiug  at 
the  risk  of  others  without  funds  of  his  own)  entitle  himself  to  a  return 
of  part  assets  (see  128th  and  129th  sections  of  the  same  statute).     The 
operation  of  the  Bankrupt  Law  is,  unfortunately,  I  think,  restricted  to 
traders,   for,  as  a  modern  writer  truly  says,  "  this  affords,  in  com- 
parison with  the  regular  proceedings  in  superior  Courts,  a  ready  means 
of  satisfying  the  creditor,  as  far  as  there  is  properly  to  satisfy  him, 
and  inflicts  but  little  unnecessary  annoyance  on  the  honest  debtor 
while  at  the  same  time  it  awards  punishment  to  the  dishonest  debtor. 
Such  being  the  effect  of  this  law,  it  is  difficult  at  first  sight  to  conceive 
on  what  grounds  any  of  Her  Majesty's  loving  subjects  should  be 
deprived  of  the  benefit  of  it ;  and  yet  they  are  in  large  numbers  so 
deprived,  all  persons  who  are  not  traders  being  excluded  from  its 
operation.     To  this  I  add  that  many  traders,  even  who  are  British 
subjects,  and  trading  to  England,  have  hitherto  been  subject  to  this 
deprivation,  and  I  now  illustrate  this  assertion  by  its  application  to 
this  Colony.    True  it  is,  that  although  the  subjects  of  Great  Britain, 
who  are  the  discoverers  and  first  inhabitants  of  a  colony,  carry  there 
with  them  their  own  inalienable  birthright — the  laws  of  their  country — 

(2)  7  Tc8.,  407. 
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neyertheless,  tbey  carry  only  so  much  of  these  l&ws  as  is  "  applicable  to 
the  condition  of  an  infant  Colony,"  and  that  the  artificial  refinements 
and  distinctions  incident  to  the  property  of  a  great  and  commercial 
people,  the  Bankrupt  Law  for  \xiRtQXL<cQ^  Attorney  ^General  v.  iStuart,  (3) 
and  many  other  provisions  are  neither  necessary  nor  convenient  for  them, 
and  are  therefore  said  to  be  not  in  force.  What  laws,  however,  shall 
be  admitted,  and  what  rejected,  at  what  times  and  under  what  circum- 
stances must  in  cases  of  diapute,  be  decided  in  the  first  instance  by 
their  own  provincial  judicature.  This  Colony,  however,  stands  upon  a 
much  superior  basis.  The  statute  9  G-eorge  IV,  c.  83,  (a  statute 
passed  forty  years  after  the  foundation  of  a  Colony,  whose  rapid  pro- 
gress in  commercial  prosperity  has  never  been  surpassed,  or  perhaps 
equalled  in  the  history  of  the  world,)  enacts  by  the  24ith  section,  that 
all  laws  and  statutes  in  force  within  the  realm  of  England  at  the  time 
of  passing  of  that  Act  (viz. :  on  25th  July,  1828,)  shall  be  applied  in 
the  administration  of  justice  in  the  Courts  of  New  South  Wales  and 
Van  Diemen's  Land  respectively,  so  far  as  the  same  can  be  applied 
within  the  said  Colonies  ;  and  in  case  of  doubt  as  to  the  application  of 
any  such  laws  or  statutes  the  local  Legislature  is  thereby  directed  to 
declare  whether  they  extend  to  the  said  Colonies,  or  to  make  such 
modifications  aa  may  be  deemed  expedient.  Provided  always,  that  in 
the  meantime  and  before  any  such  ordinances  shall  be  actually  made, 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Supreme  Courts,  as  often  as  any  doubts 
shall  arise  upon  the  trial  of  any  information  or  action,  or  upon  any 
other  proceeding  before  them,  to  adjudge  and  decide  as  to  the  applica- 
tion of  any  laws  or  statutes  in  the  said  Colonies  respectively.  Under 
this  enactment  the  Court  is  now  called  upon  to  decide  whether  the 
consolidated  Bankrupt  Law  of  6  George  lY,  c.  16,  is  so  far  applicable 
as  to  be  in  force  in  this  Colony.  "  The  matter  of  a  law,"  says 
Br.  Taylor  in  his  summary  of  the  Eoman  law,  "  should  be  possible, 
reasonable  and  useful,"  and  I  think  this  rule  may  fairly  goyem  the 
applicability  of  the  English  Bankrupt  Law  to  this  Colony.  That  the 
principles  of  the  English  Bankrupt  Law  could  be  usefully  and  reason- 
ably applied  to  this  Colony,  I  think  it  is  manifest.  The  Judges  of  this 
Court  in  their  letter  of  April,  1838,  accompanying  the  draft  of  an  Act 
for  giving  relief  to  insolvent  persons,  and  providing  for  the  due 
collection,  administration  and  distribution  of  insolvent  estates  within 
the  Colony,  and  for  the  prevention  of  frauds  affecting  the  same," 
compiled  by  Mr.  Justice  Burfon,  state — "  That  the  necessity  of  some 
such  legislative  provisions  appears  to  them  to  bo  generally  felt  by  the 
community,  and  instances  have  occurred  within  their  knowledge,  where 

(3)  2  Mer.,  143. 
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debtors  and  creditors  have  been  driven  to  expedients  and  compromises,  1839. 
consequent  upon  the  want  of  such  a  law,  which  have  not  always  been  Ex  parte 
lawful,  or  even  just,  as  between  the  debtor  and  the  general  creditors."  Lyons— 
This  letter  goes  on  to  say,  "  This  measure  is  based  upon  so  much  of  the  WiLsoir. 
English  Bankrupt  and  Insolvent  Laws,  and  the  law  of  the  code  relating  WiUis  J. 
to  cession  of  estates,  as  they  (the  Judges)  deemed  applicable  to  the 
state  of  the  Colony."  In  a  pamphlet  in  support  of  this  proposed  Bill 
written  by  Mr.  Justice  Burton^  he  makes  this  observation  in  the  very 
outset  "It"  (viz.  the  proposed  Act)  "preserves,  it  is  conceived,  a 
perfect  uniformity  in  principle  with  the  English  Bankrupt  Law,  where 
the  objects  of  that  measure  have  been  effectually  attained,  and  only 
departs  from  it  in  letter,  where  they  may  be  attained  in  a  more  perfect 
degree."  No  doubt,  therefore,  can  exist  of  the  opinion  of  the  Judges 
on  this  subject.  The  measure  compiled  by  Mr.  Justice  Burton  was 
proposed  by  His  Excellency  the  Governor,  and  a  Committee  of  the 
Legislative  Council  appointed  to  investigate  the  matter,  and  I  find  from 
the  evidence  of  about  thirty-eight  witnesses,  not  more  than  two  or  three 
disputed  the  applicability  of  the  principles  of  the  Bill,  as  founded  on 
the  English  Bankrupt  Law,  to  this  Colony ;  but  the  details  of  Mr. 
Justice  Burton's  proposed  enactment,  were  for  the  most  part  greatly 
disapproved  of.  It  may  be  well,  however,  with  regard  to  the  principle 
of  the  English  Bankrupt  Law,  to  state  the  evidence  of  two  most 
respectable  witnesses.  Mr.  Thomas  Walkef%  a  merchant  (who,  I  rather 
think,  has  a  partner  in  England),  says, "  Were  this  Bill  to  become  law,  I 
think  it  would  tend  to  induce  greater  caution  in  giving  credit,  but  I  do 
not  think  it  would  operate  prejudicially  in  giving  legitimate  credit.  It 
might  have  the  effect  of  checking  wild  and  hazardous  speculations,  and 
I  think  it  advisable."  Mr.  James  Nbrtorty  a  most  respectable  solicitor, 
of  long  standing,  and  perhaps  of  more  practical  experience  than  any 
other  man  in  New  South  Wales,  says  in  evidence  given  by  him  on  the 
2nd  July,  1838,  "  I  think  paper  credit  has  even  extended  to  such  an 
alarming  amount  in  this  Colony,  that  it  is  capable  of  deeply  affecting 
the  interests  of  the  whole  community  ;  that  the  increasing  number  of 
Banking  Establishments,  and  the  increased,  and  increasing  capital 
of  those  which  haye  been  long  established,  hold  out  so  many  induce- 
ments to  fictitious  and  undue  credit,  that  persons  are  led  into  specula- 
iiona  without  any  capital  or  means  that  would  warrant  them.  I  think 
these  observations  apply  not  only  to  persons  who  have  been  long 
resident  in  the  Colony,  and  accustomed  to  its  modes  of  credit,  but  also 
to  those  who  daily  arrive  from  England,  who  being  unfettered  by  the 
conditions  and  circumstances  under  which  credit  is  granted  at  home, 
are  completely  carried  away  by  the  facility  with  which  they  may  obtain 
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1839.        the  means  of  entering  into  speculations  here.     I  think  this  Bill  will 
•Ex  parte     ^ery  beneficially  abridge  such  credits,  and  bring  not  only  the  commercial, 
Lyons—     -^^^  ^\  other  interests  into  a  more  wholesome  state."     In  all  this,  so 
Wilson,      far  as  my  limited  observations  extends,  I  most  cordially  coincide ;  I 
Willia  J.      may  add  also  that  the  evils  complained  of  have  since  greatly  increased. 
Banking  Companies,  Loan  Companies,  Steam  Companies,  and  Joint 
Stock  speculations  of  various  descriptions,  are  daily  springing  up  in 
this  hot-bed  of  enterprise.     Mr.  Justice  Burton's  proposed  measure 
was  not  confined  to  traders,  and  in  theory  I  prefer  it  to  any  other 
legislative  provision  for  the  same  purposes  I  have  hitherto  seen ;  but 
as  I  have  already  said,  the  details  of  the  measure  were  objected  to  in 
some  degree  or  other  by  most  of  the  gentlemen  who  gave  testimony 
before  the  Committee.     The  session  passed,  and  the  Bill  remained 
suspended,  notwithstanding  the  representation  by  the  Judges  of  tbe 
urgency  of  some  such  provision.     In  the  December  following,  having 
occasion  to  communicate  with  the  Executive,  I  thus  expressed  myself 
with  regard  to  Mr.  Justice  Burton's  proposed  Bill,  "  I  confess  I  was 
much  disappointed  at  it  not  being  passed,  but  when  I  find  from  tbe 
evidence  which  has  been  taken  that  there  were  such,  and  so  many, 
objections  as  would  render  it  distasteful  to  a  great  proportion  of  tbe 
community  if  passed  into  a  law,  I  own  I  should  feel  very  great  reluctance 
in  pressing  it  further.     It  has  recently  been  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  that  the  English  Bankrupt  Law  is  not  applicable  to  this  Colony ; 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  if  a  law  were  made  on  the  same  principle  as 
the  Order  in  Council  of  the  12th  October,  1832,  for  regulating  tbe 
practice  and  machinery  in  Bankruptcy  at  Gibralter  (vide  Clark's  Colonial 
Law,  p.  690),  there  w^ould  be  no  further  diflBculty  in  the  matter,  and 
there  would  be  this  advantage,  that  instead  of  proceeding  on  an  entirely 
new  law,  we  should  have  one  well  known  at  home,  and  elucidated 
from  time  to  time  by  English  decisions.    In  my  opinion,  connected  as 
this  Colony  is  in  all  its  trade  with  the  mother  country,  it  is  worth  some 
sacrifice  perhaps  (and  I  deem  it  a  sacrifice  to  give  up  the  Bill  prepared 
by  Mr.  Justice  Burton) j  in  order  that  a  branch  of  the  law  of  Bucb 
mercantile  importance,  should  be  equally  understood  in  England  as  in 
this  Colony."    I  have  always  believed  that  a  law,  to  be  useful,  must 
accord  in  some  measure  with  the  feelings  of  those  amongst  whom  it  is 
to  be  carried  into  effect.     I  think  it  was  in  Beilhy's  case,  but  I  know 
in  some  case  or  other,  the  majority,  if  not  all  the  Judges  of  the  Court, 
incidentally  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  English  Bankrupt  Laws 
were  not  applicable  to  this  Colony,  an  opinion  founded  on  my  part  on 
the  ground  that  the  means  did  not  exist  for  carrying  the  Bankrupt 
Laws  here,  as  in  England,  into  execution.     I  admit  that  in  expressing 
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Ibis  opinion  I  adverted  lo  the  Bankruptcy  Court,  a  Court  of  statutory  .  1839. 
erection  since  the  New  South  Wales  Act,  which  does  not  exist  here,  j^^  p^rte 
But  I  certainly  did  not  lose  sight  of  the  enactments  of  the  Statute  Lyons-t 
Geo.  IV,  c.  IG.  If  however  in  any  olifer  dictum,  aye,  even  in  the  most  Wilson. 
solemn  decision,  I  should  ever  subsequently  be  convinced  of  having  Willh  J. 
been  in  error,  I  will  always  be  foremost  in  acknowledging  and  doing  all 
in  my  power  to  correct  any  such  error.  But  I  think  it  will  be  found 
in  the  sequel  that  in  the  instance  before  us  I  have  nothing  to  retract. 
In  my  communication  with  the  Executive,  which  I  have  just  stated,  I 
adverted  to  the  English  Bankrupt  Law  and  recommended  its  adoption, 
as  in  Gibralter,  when  I  found  the  details  of  Mr.  Justice  BurtorCs  Bill 
were  objected  to,  because,  in  the  first  place  I  bore  in  mind  the  import- 
ance of  the  following  principle  enforced  by  the  Bight  Honorable  the 
Colonial  Secretary  of  State  in  1831,  in  his  circular  dispatched  to  the 
Governors  of  certain  Crown  Colonies,  viz.,  to  the  Governors  of  British 
Guiana,  Trinidad,  St.  Lucia,  and  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  transmitting 
to  them  the  two  Orders  in  Council  and  other  documents  dated  5th 
November,  1831, "  That  it  has  been  a  great  error  in  the  Colonial  Policy 
of  England  to  overlook  the  expediency  of  bending  local  peculiarities  to 
the  general  principles  of  one  common  legislation,''  and  I  could  scarcely 
suppose  a  more  fit  opportunity  under  the  circumstances  that  had 
occurred,  than  that  which  thus  presented  itself,  for  uniting  to  the 
mother  country  by  one  common  mercantile  law,  a  part  of  the  Empire 
which  is  deriving  a  vast  proportion  of  its  population  and  its  commercial 
capital  from  Great  Britain — I  also  bore  in  mind  the  vast  importance  to 
Colonial  Judges  of  the  benefit  of  the  exposition,  not  only  on  the 
principles  of  a  law,  but  of  the  exact  law  itself,  by  the  Judges  of 
England  ;  for,  with  all  deference  and  respect  to  my  learned  brethern, 
and  for  the  office  I  have  the  honor  to  hold,  I  must  say,  that  I  prefer 
the  elucidation  of  a  law  by  the  Sages  of  Westminster  to  anything 
that  could  be  obtained  elsewhere,  even  from  the  profound  philosophy 
of  another  Minos,  or  from  the  righteous  rigour  of  a  resuscitated 
Bhadamanthus.     But  can  we   say  of  this  or  of  any  other  Colony, 

"  Gnoflaius  haec  Rhadamanthus  habet  durissima  regna, 

Castigatqueauditque  dolo*  ?''  Virg.  AcDeid,  c.  G. 

Moreover,  in  a  matter  of  such  importance,  I  freely  admit  that  I  greatly 
prefer  the  collective  wisdom  of  the  British  Parliament  to  the  more 
limited  ideas,  whatever  those  ideas  may  be,  of  any  Legislative  Colonial 
Council.  **  With  the  most  perfect  respect,"  said  the  Eight  Honorable  the 
Colonial  Secretary  of  State,  in  his  circular  despatch  of  the  5th  November, 
1831,  to  which  I  have  already  referred.  **With  the  most  perfect 
respect  for  the  gentlemen   who  compose  the  Colonial  Legislatures, 
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1«39. 


JSx  parte 
Lyons— 

In  re 
Wilson. 

Willis  J. 


I  must  venture  to  observe  tbat  tlie  exact  knowledge  of  the  par- 
ticular society  in  which  a  law  is  to  operate,  is  not  the  only  qualifica- 
tion for  a  legislator — ^it  is  not  even  the  highest  and  most  important. 
For  so  arduous  an  office,  it  is  still  more  requisite  that  the  lawgiver  should 
possess  the  habit  of  dealiug  with  large  practical  questions,  a  freedom 
from  local  and  personal  prejudices,  an  absence  of  all  such  personal 
iuteresis  as  could  warp  his  judgment ;  and  a  mind  open  to  the  admission 
of  truth,  in  whatever  direction  it  may  come.  "Without  supposing  men 
resident  in  Europe  to  possess  any  superior  capacity  to  persons  of 
equal  education  and  corresponding  rank  in  life  in  the  Colonies,  I 
cannot  think  it  unreasonable  to  beliere  that  they  possess  in  a  higher 
degree  the  qualifications  to  which  I  have  referred.  A  gentleman  who 
has  passed  his  life  on  a  plantation  in  the  West  Indies,  or  in  the  legal 
tribunals  of  those  colonies,  may  know  much  of  the  state  of  slavery,  of 
which  the  most  profound  reasoners  and  the  most  practical  statesmen 
in  Europe  are  ignorant ;  but  I  cannot  admit  that  this  proximity  of 
observation  is  an  infallible  or  even  a  safe  guide  to  sound  conclusions. 
If  the  colonists  know  much  of  which  others  are  ignorant,  they  are 
inevitably  ignorant  of  much  of  what  others  know.  They  have  few 
opportunities  of  studying  the  progress  of  public  opinion  throughout 
society  at  large — they  unavoidably  live  in  a  contracted  circle,  which  is 
agitated  by  petty  feuds  and  pecuniary  embarrassments.  In  those  (tbe 
West  Indian)  Colonies,  neither  learned  leisure,  nor  literary  and  scien- 
tific intercourse,  nor  even  the  more  liberal  recreations,  are  commonly 
to  be  found.  The  white  inhabitants  regard  themselves  as  living  in 
temporary  exile,  and  are  looking  to  a  distant  country  as  their  home. 
The  members  of  the  local  Legislature  are  contending  for  the  mainten- 
ance of  their  own  domestic  and  political  authority,  for  the  protection 
of  their  supposed  and  immediate  interests,  and  in  defence  of  their 
collective  and  personal  reputation."  In  all  humility,  and  with  all 
deference  and  respect,  I  think  much  of  this  despatch  may  apply  to 
other  Colonies  than  those  to  which  it  was  specifically  addressed ;  and 
as  it  was  impossible  to  suppose,  after  the  objections  that  had  been 
urged,  that  the  Bill  compiled  by  Mr.  Justice  Burton,  and  recommended 
by  the  Judges,  would  pass  the  local  Legislature  in  its  original  state, 
I  trust  it  was  not  irrational  or  presumptuoas  to  think,  and  that  it  is 
not  so  still  to  think,  that  an  English  Law,  illustrated  by  the  decisions 
of  experienced  English  Judges,  must  be  much  preferable  to  any  legis- 
lative provision  which  may  be  framed  in  New  South  Wales.  The 
absence  of  any  Colonial  Law,  and  the  rationality  and  utility  of  the 
principles  of  the  English  Consolidated  Bankruptcy  Law  of  stat.  6 
Geo.  IV,  c.  IG,  being  thus,  I  think,  fully  apparent,  it  only  remains  for 
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me  to  consider  tbe  posBibility  of  its  application.  That  it  cannot  be 
applied  at  present  on  tbe  same  ground  as  I  formerly  denied  the  appli- 
cability of  the  English  Bankrupt  Law,  even  when  connecting  it  with 
tbe  Act  wbicb  proyided  for  the  new  Bankruptcy  Court  in  England, 
seems  to  me  indisputable.  I  need  only  say  that  the  stat.  6  Geo.  lY, 
c.  16,  is,  with  regard  to  the  bankrupt,  in  some  respects,  a  penal  law ; 
and  that  before  a  bankrupt  could  be  duly  convicted  in  any  Criminal 
Court  of  Justice  of  offending  against  its  provisions,  it  must  be  shown 
that  the  Act  has  been  specifically  complied  with  by  those  complaining 
against  him.  Thus,  for  instance,  until  an  Office  for  registering  pro- 
ceedings in  Bankruptcy,  and  a  person  to  have  the  custody  of  such 
i^cords,  both  which,  by  the  95th  section  of  G  Geo.  IV,  c.  1(5,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  in  England  is  authorised,  and^  therefore,  the  Judges  here 
would,  I  think,  be  authorised  to  appoint,  how  could  the  following,  the 
Mth  section  of  the  Act,  which  directs  that  no  commission,  adjudica- 
tion, conveyance,  or  certificate  shall  be  received  in  evidence,  unless 
entered  of  record  according  to  the  pree-eding  section,  be  complied  with  P 
Then  have  we  yet  a  Master  in  Chancery  ?  or  any  Masters  Extraordinary 
for  the  purpose  of  administering  oaths  in  Bankruptcy  in  the  country  P 
True,  they  may  easily  be  appointed,  but  until  such  appointment,  the 
words  of  the  stat.  G  G^o.  I Y,  c.  16,  cannot  be  complied  with.  Then  the 
Oovernment  Gazette  should*  be  substituted  for  the  London  Gazette; 
and  there  may  be  various  other  *'  Acts,  matters,  and  things  to  be  done 
in  order  that  the  said  Act  of  Parliament  may  be  carried  into  effect." 
How  far  my  brother  Judges  may  feel  themselves  authorised  under  the 
local  Act  of  6  Wm.  lY,  ^o,  12,  or  by  virtue  of  their  inherent  powers, 
or  any  statutory  authority  they  possess,  to  make  good  these  deficiencies, 
and  ordain  such  rules  as  will  enable  the  stat.  6  Geo.  lY,  c.  16,  to  be 
forthwith  legally  carried  into  effect,  I  know  not ;  but  when  I  again 
xevert  to  the  letter  of  the  Judges,  of  April,  1838,  and  find  that,  not- 
withstanding the  necessity  therein  expressed  of  some  provision  in  the 
nature  of  a  Bankrupt  Law,  two  sessions  of  the  local  Legislature  have 
passed  over  and  no  such  law  has  been  enacted ;  when  I  reflect  on  the 
superiority  of  British  to  Colonial  legislation  in  matters,  1  would  say, 
80  intimately  connected  not  only  with  the  commercial  interests  of  New 
South  Wales,  but  with  the  trade  of  the  British  Empire,  when  1  con- 
fdder  how  much  more  beneficial  the  exposition  of  a  law  by  British 
Judges  must  be  than  what  can  be  made  by  any  Colonial  Judicature, 
however  talented  its  members ;  when,  1  say,  all  this  is  forced  upon  my 
mtnd  by  occurrences  of  the  utmost  importance  for  the  community,  I 
confess  that  I  am  decidedly  of  opinion  that  if  my  brethren  can  bring 
themselves  conscientiously  to  believe  that  by  any  rules  or  orders  of 
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1839.  this  Court,  the  means  can  be  established  for  carrying  the  Consolidated 
jSx  parte  English  Bankrupt  Act  of  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  16,  into  effect  in  this  Colony, 
Lyons—  ^^  shnll  fail  in  our  duty  to  the  public  and  ourselves,  if  one  moment  be 
Wilson,  lost  in  making  the  requisite  regulations.  The  date  of  such  rules  will 
Willis  J.  ^^  &  period  to  start  from,  for  the  English  Bankrupt  Law  cannot,  I 
think,  be  considered  applicable  to  this  Colony,  till  the  means  are 
provided  for  carrying  it  into  effect.  The  costs  attending  a  Commission 
of  Bankruptcy,  according  to  the  table  prepared  by  the  direction  of 
Lord  Lyndhunt,  appear  to  me  so  reasonable  and  moderate  that  no 
valid  objection  can  be  made  on  that  account.  The  table  of  costs  to 
which  I  allude  is  given  in  the  appendix  to  Lord  Henley^s  work  on 
Bankrupt  Law,  p.  180,  and  was  prepared  by  my  friend,  Mr.  Beames^ 
and  Mr.  Swanston  (both  of  whom  must  be  known  here  ajs  the  authors 
of  very  valuable  Chancery  Eeports),  and  by  a  Mr.  Metcalfe.  I  would 
add  that  the  fees  payable  to  the  Commissioner  and  Officers  in  Bank- 
ruptcy are  given  by  statute,  and  our  duty  only  is  to  say  whether 
that  statute  be  in  force.  This  Court  has,  in  my  time,  issued  a  Com- 
mission of  Lunacy,  and  the  Commissioners,  I  presume,  were  paid  by 
fees,  and  yet  I  do  not  consider  this  as  a  taxation  of  the  Colonists  hj 
this  Court.  On  the  whole  I  am  bound  to  conclude  that  notwith' 
standing  my  conviction  of  the  reasonableness,  the  utility,  and  applica- 
bility of  the  principles  of  the  English  Bankrupt  Law,  yet  that  until 
the  necessary  provisions  be  made  for  its  practical  execution,  no  Com- 
mission of  Bankruptcy  can  legally  be  issued,  and  I  am  therefore  bound, 
though  with  much  regret,  to  reject  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 

Stepheit,  J.  The  other  members  of  the  Court  having  entered  into 
this  question  so  fully,  it  seems  unnecessary  for  me  to  do  more,  than 
express  in  few  words  my  acquiescence  in  their  opinion,  that  the 
Bankrupt  Law  of  6  Geo.  IV  cannot  be  applied  to  this  Colony.  There 
are  a  few  observations,  however,  which  I  wish  to  make,  having  regard 
t^  those  two  sections  of  the  New  South  Wales  Act,  which  were  relied 
on  in  the  argument,— ;/2r«^,  as  giving  to  this  Court  the  powers  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  and  secondly y  as  showing  that  the  Bankrupt  Law, 
though  perhaps  it  could  not  have  been  applied  when  that  Act  was 
passed,  may  yet  be  in  force  now.  From  the  latter  of  these  positions, 
I  must  at  once  express  my  dissent.  The  question,  whether  any 
particular  statute  is  in  force,  may  be  determined,  as  I  apprehend,  with 
reference  to  the  date  of  the  New  South  Wales  Act  alone.  I  cannot 
conceive  that  we  are  to  determine  the  question,  by  nice  enquines, 
from  time  to  time,  as  to  the  progress  made  by  the  Colony,  in  wealth 
or  otherwise.  Nor  that  our  opinion  is  to  be  guided,  by  considenng 
what  is  or  is  not  expedient,  or,  which  comes  to  the  same  thing,  by 
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discnssing  what,  at  any  given  time,  is  or  is  not  heneficial^  for  the  Colony.  1839. 
Considering  tte  wording  of  the  section  cited,  I  think  that  if  a  law  iKt-  parte 
could  physically  be  applied,  when  that  Act  was  passed,  it  was  (as  a  Lyons— 
general  role),  intended  that  it  should  be.  I  do  not  go  so  far  as  to  Wilson. 
say,  however,  that  a  law  was  meant  to  be  applied,  if  every  way  steplicn  J. 
unsuited  to  the  Colony ;  if  in  all  respects,  though  it  might  easily  bo 
applied,  it  could  be  clearly  shown  to  be  inconsistent  with  our  position 
and  local  circumstances.  But,  whatever  exceptions  the  rule  may  or 
may  not  admit  of,  there  seems  no  ground  for  holding,  that  the 
question  of  applicability  was  to  have  reference  to  the  future.  On 
the  contrary,  the  meaning  seems  to  me  plain ;  that  those  laws  only 
should  compulsorily  be  applied,  which  then^  at  the  passing  of  that  Act, 
could  be  applied.  Por  the  future,  as  I  conceive,  a  local  Legislature 
was  created  ;  by  which,  statutes  not  then  capable  of  application,  were 
thereafter  to  be  introduced  either  wholly  or  in  part,  as  that  body  might 
determine.  So  that  if  the  Bankrupt  Law  could  not  have  been  applied 
in  1828,  it  cannot,  according  to  my  opinion,  be  in  force  now.  I  think 
it  material  to  bear  in  mind ;  because  I  take  it  to  be  clear,  that,  if  this 
Court  shall  once  determine  any  given  statute  to  be  in  force,  the 
Colonial  Legislature  can  have  no  power  to  repeal,  even  if  they  had  to 
amend  it.  So  long  as  there  remains  a  douht  whether  a  particular 
statute  extends  here,  the  Council  may  modify,  and  alter,  or  reject, 
at  discretion.  But  the  section  appears  to  me  to  show  that  if  there  be 
no  doubt  that  such  statute  does  extend,  their  legislative  functions  are 
then  at  an  end.  As  to  the  other  section  noticed  by  me,  I  confess  that 
I  think  it  questionable  whether  it  does  confer  on  us  the  powers  sup- 
posed. It  gives  this  Court  all  the  powers  of  the  Chancellor,  which 
belong  to  him  either  in  Equity,  or  at  Common  Law.  But,  the  power 
of  issuing  a  Commission  in  Bankruptcy,  strictly  speaking,  is  neither 
the  one  nor  the  other.  It  was  and  is  a  power  given  to  the  Chancellor, 
by  statute ;  and  (excepting  that  the  Commissioners  would,  in  such  case, 
not  be  under  the  Great  Seal),  it  might  have  been  entrusted,  as 
efEecttially,  to  any  other  officer.  In  exercising  the  power,  indeed,  the 
Chancellor  was  considered  as  bound  to  adjudicate  on  principles  of 
Equity,  though  acting  quasi  as  at  Law.  But,  the  power  remained  a 
statutable  power  notwithstanding.  Without  reference  to  this  diffi- 
culty, however,  enough  has  been  cited  from  the  Bankrupt  Law  by  the 
Chief  Justice^  and  also  by  Mr.  Justice  Willis,  to  show  that,  if  a 
Commiasion  issued  here,  it  could  not  be  worked  out,  for  want  of  the 
necessary  machinery.  So  that  the  Law  cannot  be  applied  now  at  all 
events.  The  result  of  this  judgment  is,  I  think,  matter  of  congratula- 
tion.    The  length  and  apparent  complication  of  the  Draft  Law,  which 
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1839.        was  last  year  submitted  to  tbe  Legislature  by  &e  Judges,  bave  been 

Expwru     objected  to.    Tbat  Draft  combines  in  itself,  both  tbe  Bankrupt  and 

Lyons—     Insolvent  Laws  of  England;  but  it  does  not  contain  one-half^ 

WusoN.     number  of  sections,  wbieb  tbose  Laws  contain.    The  latter  bare  227 

Stephen  J.     sections ;  tbe  Colonial  Draft  has  102.    This  consideration,  bowerer,  k 

comparatively  of  little  importance.    Instead  of  two  discordant  systems, 

opposed  to  each  other  in  principle,  and  notoriously  cumbeTsome, 

dilatory,  and  expensive,  in  practice,  the  Colony  will  possess  one 

system,  uniform,  consistent,  and  intelligible ;  economical,  and  easy  of 

execution ;  embodying  the  leading  principles  of  the  Bankrupt  Law, 

which  are  of  universal  application,  but  extending  them,  for  tbat  reason, 

beyond  traders  to  all  classes  of  persons ;  a  system,  admirably  adapted 

to  our  local  circumstances,  and  in  its  details  embracing  nearly  all 

the  improvements,  confessedly  important,  as  they  are  numerous,  met 

with  in  tbe  Codes,  to  which  the  learned  compiler  of  that  Draft  had 

recourse. 

Petition  dismisted. 


SUPREME   COURT  CASES,  155 


PISHEE  V.  WILSON.  (1)  1840. 


PEEK  V.  Same.  Feb.  2^, 

Foreifjii  Attachment— 2  WUl.  IV,  No.  7—"  Possession  or  povocr  *'—SeiTke  of  icrit  ^^^^5?  ^'^' 

on  a  Company.  ^^^^' 

Goods  were  attiicfaed  in  the  hands  of  a  small  number  of  the  members  in  a  certain        ^ 
partnership  Company »  by  a  writ  issued  againat  them  individually,  to  satisfy  the 
defendant's  debt  to  the  plaintiffs. 

Held^  that  under  sec.  5  of  2  Will.  IV,  No.  7,  the  writ  was  rightly  served  on  the 
persons  in  whose  power  the  goods  were,  without  joining  the  other  members  of  the 
Company  (per  the  Chief  Justice  and  Stepheit,  J.,  Willis,  J.,  dissentiente). 

This  was  a  point  reserved  by  His  Honor  Mr.  Justice  Willis  for  the 
consideration  of  the  other  Judges,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  service 
of  a  writ  of  Foreign  Attachment  upon  certain  members  of  a  joint  stock 
Company,  who  had  in  their  hands  property  of  the  absent  debtor  on 
behalf  of  themselyes  and  the  other  members  of  the  Company. 

The  judgments  were  delivered  as  follows  : — 

Willis,  J.  In  this  case,  it  appears  to  me  that  a  great  deal  of  useless 
argument  might  have  been  saved,  if  the  question  had  been  at  once 
stated  with  precision  and  clearly  understood.  But  in  this,  as  in  almost 
every  other  argument,  it  usually  happens  that  much  time  is  lost  in 
referring  to  circumstances  foreign  to  the  purpose,  and  in  maintaining 
propositions  which  are  either  not  disputed,  or  whether  they  be 
admitted  or  denied,  are  entirely  indifferent  to  the  matter  in  debate — 
tending  to  perplex  and  confound  with  the  endless  subtleties  of  contro- 
versy— and  by  losing  sight  of  the  main  question,  rendering  it  more 
difficult  to  arrive  at  the  truth.  The  consideration  of  what  may  be 
reasonable,  or  unreasonable,  makes  no  part  of  this  question.  We  are 
inquiring  what  the  law  is,  not  what  it  ought  to  be.  To  facilitate  this 
inquiry,  I  will  endeayour  to  clear  the  question  of  what  appears  to  me  to 
be  foreign  and  indifferent  matter,  and  then  I  imagine  there  is  no  one 
who  will  not  be  capable  of  forming  his  opinion  upon  it.  The  question 
then,  in  my  mind,  is  simply  this :  goods  are  attached  in  the  hands  of  a 
very  small  numerical  proportion  of  a  partnership  or  company ;  it  is 
alleged,  indeed,  that  the  gentlemen  against  whom  attachment  is  issued 
are  trustees  and  directors  of  this  partnership,  but  they  are  not  so 
described  in  the  writ,  and,  in  my  opinion,  it  matters  little  whether  the 

(1)  The  Stfdney  Herald,  Feb.  28,  1840. 
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FiSHEK 
V, 

Wilson 

P££K 

V, 

Same, 
Willis  J. 


fact  be  80  or  not,  for  it  was  admitted  in  evidence  that  the  affairs  of  the 
partnership  or  company  were  subject  to  the  control  of  the  several 
shareholders  or  partners  at  their  general  meetings.     The  service  of  the 
attachment  is  not  on  behalf  of  those  served  and  the  other  members 
of  the  partnership,  but  merely  on  those  gentlemen  individually.     Now 
those  who  are  served  having,  at  the  utmost,  with  regard  to  the  goods, 
but  a  limited  possession  and  a  qualified  power,  during  the  pleasure  of 
the  majority  of  the  partners,  is  this  such  a  possession  or  power  as  to 
render  the  service  legally  sufficient  under  our  Foreign  Attachment 
Act?     I  am  clearly  and  decidedly  of  opinion  that  such  service  is 
insufficient,  and  that  it  will  be  unjust  to  the  parties  served,  and  an 
abuse  of  the  process  of  the  Court  should  such  service  prevail.    By  the 
second  section  of  the  Foreign  Attachment  Act  if  the  goods  be  removed 
from  the  hands  of  the  garnishees,  and  the  Sheriff  make  (as  he  must 
do),  his  return  to  that  effect,  the  garnishees  must  make  satisfaction  to 
the  plaintiff  out  of  their  proper  estate,  or  be  taken  in  execution.     Xow 
in  the  present  case  as  the  garnishees  cannot  hold  the  property  against 
the  will  of  the  shareholders  or  partners  expressed  at  any  general 
meeting,  they  may  be  compelled,  if  this  service  is  to  be  considered 
sufficient,  personally  to  make  satisfaction  for  that  which  has  been 
proved  to  the  Court  is  only  in  their  possession  or  power  jointly  with 
others,  and  over  which  they  do  not  possess  such  control  as  to  enable 
them  to  keep  it  in  their  hands.    "Would  it  be  j  ust  that  Colonel  Skadforth 
and  Mr.  Edt/e  Manning,  and  the  other  gentlemen  who  have  been  served 
as  individuals  should  be  made  liable  to  be  taken  in  execution  for 
£18,000,  merely  because  the  writ  of  foreign  attachment  was  not  so 
served  as  to  comprehend  the  partnership  and  to  those  who  in  fact  have 
the  unqualified  power  over  the  goods  ?     Tet  such  might  be  the  case  if 
this  service  be  considered  sufficient.     Supposing  I  had  in  my  possession 
a  carriage  belonging  to  J,  T,  Wilson,  would  any  one  suppose  that 
service  of  a  writ  of  Foreign  Attachment  on  my  coachman,  when  driving 
it  away  after  leaving  me  here,  would  be  good  service  ?     and  yet  he 
would  have  quite  as  much  possession  or  power  over  the  carriage  as  the 
gentlemen  who  have  been  served  have  over  the  steam-boats.     Again, 
put  the  case  of  a  common  partnership  of  A,  B^  and  C\  surely  service 
of  a  Foreign  Attachment  on  A,  as  an  individual,  when  the  property  is 
known  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the  partnership,  and  there  has  not  been 
any  attempt  to  serve  the  partnership,  or  the  other  members  of  it,  ought 
never  to  be  held  sufficient  service,  regard  being  had  to  that  justice  to 
the  garnishee,  and  jealousy  of  any  abuse  of  its  process,  which  a  Court 
of  Justice  is,  in  my  opinion  at  least,  ever  bound  to  exercise.     Such, 
then,  are  my  sentiments  on  this  matter — what  may  be  that  of  the  other 
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Judges,  as  yet  I  know  not,  but  I  will  now  request  Mr.  Ourner  to  read 
it ;  and  as  I  have  already,  in  compliance  with  the  wishes  of  the  parties, 
consented  to  adopt  it  in  order  to  save  expense,  it  must  decide  this  case. 
It  can,  however,  only  be  considered  as  the  opinion  of  one  Judge,  and 
therefore  will  not  preclude  any  ulterior  proceedings  on  the  ground  of 
irregularity  or  otherwise,  which  the  parties  interested  may  be  advised 
to  take. 

The  Clerk  in  Court  then  read  the  following,  being  the  written 
opinions  of  the  other  Judges,  forwarded  to  Mr.  Justice  Willis  at  His 
Honor's  request : — 

(The  CnrEF  Justice.)  His  Honor  Mr.  Justice  Willis  having  been 
pleased  to  reserve  for  the  consideration  of  the  other  Judges,  the 
question,  whether  it  was  not  incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  issuing  the 
Foreign  Attachment  in  these  cases,  to  serve  every  member,  of  what 
was  proved  by  parol,  and  not  by  writing,  to  be  "  The  Steam  Packet 
Company,"  I  am  called  upon  to  certify  my  opinion  upon  the  question 
80  reserved.  I  own  that  when  this  case  was  first  mentioned  to  me 
in  private  by  the  learned  Judge,  and  under  my  then  impression  of 
the  facts  of  the  case,  (without  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Foreign  Attachment  Act),  I  thought  His  Honor's  decision  on  the 
point  was  incontrovortibly  correct.  After  hearing  the  question 
debated  at  the  bar,  and  my  attention  being  called  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  Council,  I  am  constrained  to  certify,  that  I  cannot 
agree  with  my  learned  brother  in  his  decision.  I  may  not  have  a  very 
correct  apprehension  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  inasmuch  as  they  were 
stated  from  the  memory  of  the  learned  Judge,  and  from  some  loose 
notes  of  the  evidence  taken  by  His  Honor,  but  I  take  it  to  be  con- 
ceded— First,  that  the  plaintiffs  in  the  actions  proved  their  debts  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Court. — Secondly,  that  the  steam-boat  which  was 
attached,  was  the  legal  property  of  the  defendant  John  Thomas  Wilson, 
now  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  that  the  legal 
right  of  property  was  adjudged  by  the  Court  to  be  in  the  absent 
defendant. — Thirdly;  (for  the  sake  of  raising  the  question),  that  the 
garnishees  served  with  the  attachments  had  in  fact,  possession  of  the 
steam-boat,  but  that  they  had  not  the  entire  control  of  the  vessel,  inas- 
much as  they  were  members  of  a  Steam  Packet  Company,  who,  through 
their  trustees,  or  managing  committee,  had  contracted  for  the  purchase 
of  the  steam-boat  in  question,  but  could  not  get  their  title  completed 
by  reason  of  the  absence  from  the  Colony  of  the  legal  proprietor. 
Assuming  this  to  be  a  correct  statement  of  the  facts,  necessary  to  raise 
the  point,  the  question  is,  whether  the  persons  so  served  with  the 
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1840.      >  afctacliments,  can  be  properly  regarded  as  gamisliees,  over  whom  the 
YisBER      Court  has  control,  for  all  purposes  with  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
^-  Foreign  Attachment  Act,  2  Will.  IV,  No.  7.    Whatever  may  be  the 

FsEK  alleged  imperfections  of  the  local  ordinance,  the  Court  must  confine 
^^  itself  within  the  peculiar  jurisdiction  thereby  conferred  by  its  express 
J.  ,.  p  -  provisions.  The  Court  cannot  mould  or  modify  the  Act  to  suit  the 
exigencies  of  any  particular  case,  not  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
Legislature.  It  is  obvious  from  the  recital  of  the  Act,  that  it  is  remedial 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  therefore  must  receive  a  liberal  con- 
struction in  furtherance  of  that  object.  This  appears  to  have  been  a 
hostile  proceeding  solely  against  the  debtor,  and  not  against  the  holder 
of  the  debtor's  property ;  and  I  apprehend  that  upon  its  being  clearly 
determined  that  the  goods  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee,  whoever  he 
may  be,  whether  a  wrong  doer  or  otherwise,  the  latter  cannot  make  any 
resistance,  but  must  surrender  the  property.  In  terms  of  the  Act  it 
becomes  "  bound  in  law  to  satisfy  the  debt  of  the  plaintLS^s  debtor." 
The  second  section  enacts, — that  immediately  from  and  after  the 
service  of  the  attachment  the  goods  attached,  shall  be  bound  in  law 
until  the  plaintiffs  debt  or  demand  shall  be  satisfied.  Upon  the  return 
of  the  attachment,  the  only  duty  cast  upon  the  Court  by  the  5th  section, 
(after  it  has  been  adjudged  that  there  is  a  debt  due  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff)  is,  to  enquire  whether  the  goods  attached  do  belong 
to  the  plaintiff's  debtor,  and  for  such  purpose  any  person  in  whose 
hands  the  goods  shall  be  attached,  may  be  summoned  before  the 
Court,  and  upon  appearance  shall  be  interrogated  respecting  the  same, 
and  upon  refusing  to  appear  or,  upon  appearing,  shall  refuse  to 
answer,  may  be  dealt  with  as  for  contempt,  and  the  Court  may  then 
proceed  to  inquire  ex  parte  touching  the  goods.  In  this  section  the 
rights  of  the  garnishee  are  not  at  all  contemplated ;  the  sole  question 
contemplated  is,  whether  the  goods  attached  are  in  his  possession  or 
power.  This  is  an  alternative  proposition.  If  the  goods  are  in  his 
possession,  the  attachment  binds  them,  and  the  like  consequences 
follow  if  they  are  only  in  his  power,  whether  wholly  or  partially.  By 
what  means  or  under  what  circumstances, — whether  on  his  own  account, 
or  on  account  of  himself  jointly  with  others,  seems  to  be  wholly 
immaterial  so  long  as  it  appears  that  he  has  in  fact  the  possession,  and 
the  goods  are  adjudged  to  be  the  property  of  the  debtor.  The  6th 
section  is  in  effect,  a  continuation  of  the  5th,  and  proceeds  to  enact, 
that  if  the  person  in  whose  hands  the  goods  are  attached,  shall  confess, 
or  if  after  due  inquiry  it  shall  be  determined  by  the  Court,  that  the 
goods  do  belong  to  the  plaintiff's  debtor,  the  Court  shall  order  the  same 
to  be  held  subject  and  liable  to  the  plaintiff's  debt  or  demand  and  to  be 
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taken  in  execution  for  the  Bame ;  but  if  it  be  doubtful,  whether  they  1840. 
do  belong  to  the  debtor,  or  if  the  person  in  whose  hands  they  are  Fishek 
attached  shall  desire  that  the  matter  may  be  more  fully  inTOstigaied,  ^  ^* 
the  Court  may  order  the  matter  to  be  tried  by  a  jury.  In  the  present  Peek 
case  it  appears,  that  the  steam  vessel  in  question,  was  determined  by  Same, 
the  Court  to  be  the  property  in  law  of  the  debtor  Wilson,  and  the  t^  t.  n  j 
garnishees  haye  not  desired  that  the  matter  might  be  more  fully 
inyestigated.  It  follows  therefore,  that  if  the  persons  in  whose  hands 
the  goods  are  attached  have  been  duly  made  garnishees,  execution  must 
follow  for  the  same.  The  garnishees  do  not  appear  to  have,  nor  do 
they  claim  any  property  in  the  vessel,  nor  in  fact  is  any  objection  made 
on  their  part  to  the  service  of  the  attachment.  Tbey  have  respectively 
appeared, — ^have  been  examined, — admit  the  possession,  but  under  the 
qualifying  circumstances  that  alone,  they  have  not  the  entire  control 
over  the  property,  because  they  are  members  of  a  company  or  partner- 
ship. The  existence  of  the  company  or  partnership,  has  not  been  duly 
proved,  and  tbe  Court  is  ignorant  of  the  terms  and  articles  by  which 
the  company  or  partnership  are  to  be  governed  between  themselves. 
But  even  if  the  Court  were  fully  informed  of  these  particulars  it 
appears  to  me,  that  they  would  be  wholly  immaterial  for  the  purpose  of 
this  proceeding,  in  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  Foreign  Attachment 
Act,  which  contemplates  a  bare  possession,  or  control  over  the  goods 
in  the  hands  of  the  person  or  persons  served  with  the  attachment.  It 
is  conceded  that  service  of  the  attachment,  upon  Ay  By  "and  others  his 
partners**  would  be  sufficient,  but  it  does  not  appear  to  me,  that  this 
would  help  the  difficulty  if  the  objection  were  tenable,  for  the  partners 
might  come  in  and  contend  that  they  were  not  served,  and  knew 
nothing  of  the  attachment.  I  cannot  see  how  the  other  members  of 
the  company  (if  there  _be  such  a  company)  can  complain,  or  have  a 
right  to  complain,  or  interfere  in  any  way  in  the  proceeding.  Neither 
can  I  see  how  the  SherifE  could  be  damnified,  after  it  has  been  once 
determined,  as  it  has  been  in  this  case,  that  the  vessel  is  in  law  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff's  debtor.  The  adjudication  of  that  fact  ''binds 
the  goods  in  law  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee,*'  and  will  exclude  all 
other  persons,  except  the  debtor  himself,  who  is  protected  from  any 
injustice,  by  the  provisions  of  the  7th  section,  which  require  the 
plaintifE  to  give  security  before  execution  goes  against  the  goods,  to 
restore  the  value  of  them,  if  within  three  years  the  defendant  comes 
and  disproves  the  plaintiff's  debt  or  any  part  thereof.  Notwithstanding 
the  sincere  respect  I  have  for  the  opinion  of  my  learned  colleague, 
I  am,  in  the  absence  of  any  objection  on  the  part  of  the  garnishees 
themselvesy  and  of  any  proof  of  collusion,  or  manifest  injustice  likely 
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1840.        to  arise  to  other  persons  supposed,  but  not  proved  to  hare  an  interest 
Fisher      ^^  this  proceeding  as  garnishees,  that  these  attachments  must  be  made 

,,,  ''•  absolute,  and  execution  thereon  follow,  subject  to  the  restrictions  of 

Wilson  '  '         ■* 

Peek        the  local  ordinance. 

r. 

Same,  24th  Feb.,  1810.  James  Dowlh^o. 

Dowling  C.J. 

Haying  been  detained  in  Court  till  this  late  hour,  and  understanding 
that  this  paper  is  desired  by  eleven  o'clock  to-morrow,  I  am  unable  to 
do  more  than  express  shortly  a  concurrence  in  the  opinion  of  His 
Honor  the  Ohief  Justice^  that  the  possession  of  the  property  is,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  .Act,  sufficiently  in  the  present  garnishees ;  and  that, 
consequently,  there  being  no  question  as  to  the  ownership  being  in  the 
absent  defendant,  the  attachment  ought  to  bo  sustained. 

24th  Feb.,  184a  Alfbsd  Stephek. 


^ 
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Arrest  on  m^sne  process — 3  Vic.,  No,  15 — AppHcoUionfor  discliarge — Affidavits.  *^     * 

Burton  J. 
Defendant  having  been  held  to  bail  under  3  Vic,  No.  15,  on  suspicion  that  ho  ^^ 

was  about  to  remove  from  the  Colony,  and  discharged  on  giving  the  Sheriff  a  bail-  ^^P"^^  '^• 
bond,  afterwards,  on  the  ground  of  insufficiency  of  the  affidavit,  obtained  an  order 
from  the  Judge,  that  the  bail-bond  should  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled  on  the 
first  day  of  term,  unless  the  Court  should  otherwise  order.  On  application  by  the 
plaintiff  to  discharge  this  order,  lidd,  that  though  the  Court  miglU  have  no  express 
power  to  grant  the  discharge  under  the  Statute  in  question,  yet  it  qjtill  retained  its 
power  under  the  former  law. 

The  Court  will  examine  the  affidavits  to  see  that  the  cause  of  action  is  certainly 
stated. 

Ix  this  case  an  affidavit  had  been  made  hy  the  plaintiff,  stating  that 
in  September  last,  he  had  shipped  twelve  cases  of  goods  on  board  the 
defendant's  ship  the  Torh^  then  in  the  Thames,  bound  for  Port  Phillip 
and  Sydney ;  and  that  of  these  caf>es  ten  had  been  delivered,  that  two 
of  them  were  yet  undelivered,  that  the  plaintiff  had  applied  to  the 
defendant  since  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Sydney  for  the  delivery  ^f 
those  cases,  and  had  tendered  him  the  freight  for  the  same,  that  the 
defendant  had  referred  the  plaintiff  to  his  agents,  Messrs.  Dunlop  & 
Co.,  to  whom  the  plaintiff  paid  the  freight,  but  that  the  defendant 
would  not  deliver  the  said  cases,  that  the  same  contained  goods  worth 
£400,  and  that  an  advertisement  had  been  published  in  a  Sydney 
newspaper,  stating  that  the  ship  would  shortly  sail  for  Calcutta,  and 
that,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  believed  the  defendant  was  about  to  remove 
himself  oat  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  Upon  this  affidavit  the 
defendant  had  been  held  to  bail  by  Stephen  J.,  on  the  26th  April, 
under  the  3  Tic,  No.  15  ;  having  given  the  sheriff  a  bail  bond,  he  was 
then  discharged  from  custody,  and  on  the  80th  April  he,  on  the  ground 
of  insufficiency  of  the  affidavit,  obtained  an  order  from  Stephen  J.,  that 
the  bail  bond  should  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled  upon  the  first  day 
of  the  term,  unless  the  Court  should  then  otherwise  order. 

The  plaintiff  now  sought  to  discharge  this  order. 

FoMter  and  Broadhurtt  for  the  plaintiff.    The  Statute  3  Yic,  No.  15, 
does  not  warrant  the  order  as  section  5  only  gives  power  to  discharge 

(\)The  Sydney  Herald,  May  26, 1841. 
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^8^^-        the  party  out  of  custody,  not  to  cancel  the  bail  bond,  and  having  given 
Nathan     the  bail  bond  the  party  is  no  longer  in  custody.     Some  new  fact  must 
Le(^c        ^®  alleged  to  empower  the  Judge  to  set  aside  his  order. 

Windeyer  for  the  defendant,  refers  to  the  old  law  of  arrest.  This 
Statute  takes  nothing  from  the  power  of  the  Court,  it  is  only 
cumulative. 

[Stephen^  J.  In  England,  the  party  must  show  a  probable  cause ; 
here^  he  must  show  cause  satisfactory  to  the  Judge.] 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by  Burton,  J. 

BuBTOK,  J.  It  is  clear  that  the  local  Act  was  intended  to  protect  the 
debtor,  axkd  not  to  entrust  the  creditor  with  unlimited  power.  Eveiy- 
thing  in  the  aflSdavit  should  be  stated  with  certainty,  under  this  Act, 
which  could  be  required  under  the  old  law  of  arrest.  Facts  Bbould  be 
stated  with  certainty  and  precision,  and  principles  should  be  clearly 
ascertained  which  may  be  applicable  to  all  cases.  The  5th  section  of 
8  Vic,  No.  15,  provides  that  the  defendant  may  apply  ybr  his  duekar^e 
at  any  time  after  his  arrest ;  but  it  has  been  argued  that  the  parly 
must  apply  to  ihe  Court  he/ore  giving  a  bail  bond,  and  that  the  -only 
power  in  the  Court  is  to  discharge  the  party  from  custody,  instead  of 
delivering  up  the  bail  bond  to  be  cancelled,  and  it  has  been  said,  that 
in  the  civil  cause,  by  giving  the  bail  bond,  a  party  is  discharged  from 
custody;  but  although  this  may  be  true,  of,  and  applicable  to  the 
8  Yic,  No.  15,  in  consequence  of  the  omission  in  it  of  any  express 
provision  giving  the  Court  a  power  of  cancelling  the  bail  bond,  yet  the 
Court  is  not  crippled  by  this  Act,  for  it  still  retains  its  power  under 
the  former  law,  and  under  that  law,  if  the  party  were  improperiy 
arrested,  the  Court  would  discharge  him.  The  Court  will  examine  the 
affidavit,  and  see  that  the  cause  of  action  is  certainly  stated.  This  is 
an  action  for  non-deliTcry  of  certain  cases,  and  it  should  appear  from 
the  affiadavit  what  the  cases  contain;  the  particulars  of  the  goods 
should  be  stated ;  besides,  there  is  no  sufficient  statement  that  ihe 
pfikrty  is  about  to  remove  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  the 
advertisement  is  not  sufficient,  for  it  is  not  stated  by  whom  it  was 
inserted,  or  that  it  was  inserted  by  or  with  the  cognizance  of  the 
defendant ;  it  is  merely  argumentative,  whereas,  it  should  show  satis- 
factory grounds  for  the  plaintiff's  belief  that  the  defendant  intended  to 
abscond  P  it  is  insufficient,  and  the  defendant  ought  not  to  have  been 
arrested  upon  it.  Therefore,  let  the  bail  bond  be  delivered  up  ti>  be 
cancelled ;  but,  as  tiiis  is  a  novel  and  important  question,  let  it  be 

without  costs. 

Application  granted. 
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JEa  Farte  HALLETT  (1).  1841. 


Mabeas  Ccrpu» — Defietive  Warrant  of  ImpriBonmeiU^Pregumpiion  tiuU  an  Act  of      ^^-^ 

the  Supreme  Court  ia  regular.  Burton  J, 

and 
On  a  letoTB  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  that  priaoner  was  detained  by  an  order  Stephen  J. 
of  the  Sapreme  Conrt,  held,  that  the  Court  wae  bound  to  consider  that  he  was 
duly  imprisoned,  and  that  the  fact  of  that  order  having  been  set  out  irregularly 
in  the  return,  was  no  ground  for  directing  the  prisoner's  discharge.  To  entitle  a 
penon  nnder  such  oircamstanoes  to  be  discharged  from  custody,  the  order  must 
be  first  set  aaide  by  proceedings  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  error.  Commitments 
of  a  Court  of  Record  need  not  be  in  writing. 

MoTioir  to  disebai^e  a  prisoner  on  tbe  retam  to  a  writ  of  hateat 
€orpu9. 

Windeyer,  for  the  prisoner.  Nothing  can  be  more  defective  than 
the  Tvrit  by  which  the  prisoner  is  detained.  It  is  not  addressed  to 
anyone,  nor  signed  by  anyone  purporting  to  have  authority ;  it  is  a 
mere  naked  memorandum,  showing  no  olEence,  mentioning  no  Court 
ordering  the  imprisonment,  not  stating  when  the  imprisonment  is  to 
end,  or  any  cause  for  its  commencement.  Hulton^  p,  121.  The  word 
**  insolvent "  is  used,  but  the  Insolvent  Act  only  provides  for  imprison- 
ment for  certain  periods.  The  warrant  must  contain  particulars. 
ChiUyf  Burfui*  Justice,  p.  766.    The  writ  cannot  now  be  amended. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by  Burton,  J. 

BuBTOX,  J.,  said,  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  cases  cited  by  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  prisoner  were  clearly  distinguishable  from  the 
prisoner's  case,  because  those  cases  referred  to  commitments  by  Magis- 
trates who  were  bound  to  make  their  commitments  in  writing  and 
under  seal,  whereas  the  commitment  of  a  Court  of  Becord  need  not 
be  in  writing ;  and  this  distinction  was  laid  down  in  the  1  Lord  Hale, 
and  in  1  Sulkeld,  page  848.  In  the  prisoner's  case  it  was  returned 
that  he  was  imprisoned  by  an  order  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  there- 
fore the  Court  was  bound  to  hold  that  he  was  duly  imprisoned  by  the 
Court,  for  if  the  prisoner  were  imprisoned  by  an  order  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  the  fact  of  that  order  having  been  irregularly  set  out  in  the 
return  to  the  writ,  was  no  ground  for  directing  the  prisoner's  discharge. 
If  the  order  for  the  imprisonment  were  erroneous,  the  prisoner  should 
resort  to  a  writ  of  error,  or  to  something  analogous  to  that  proceeding ; 

(1)  The  S\fdney  Herald  (Supplement),  4  August,  1841. 
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1841.        for  as  long  as  it  was  stated,  on  the,  return,  that  he  was  in  custody 

£;x  parte     under  an  order  of  the  Supreme  Court,  the  Judges  would  be  bound  to 

Hallktt,     presume  that  he  was  legally  in  custody,  until  that  order  was  set  aside, 

Burton  J.     because  the  order  might  be  perfectly  valid,  though  the  clerk  might 

have  informally  prepared  it.    If  the  Sheriff  or  gaoler  heard  an  order 

from  a  Judge  to  take  a  party  into  custody,  it  was  his  duty  to  execute 

that  order  without  requiring  any  further  authority,  for  the  order  of  a 

Judge  did  not  require  to  be  in  writing.     If  the  order  were  imperfect 

or  e}[pre8sed  no  lawful  cause  of  imprisonment,  then  an  imprisonment 

under  such  an  order  would  be  illegal ;  but  to  entitle  a  party  to  be 

9 

discharged  from  custody,  who  was  in  custody  under  the  order  of  a 
Judge,  that  order  should  be  first  set  aside,  for  it  was  to  be  presumed 
that  a  Judge  would  not  make  an  order  without  cause.  If  the  prisoner 
was  an  insolrent  debtor,  then  he  was  in  lawful  custody,  in  ezecutioD 
without  any  other  or  further  warrant,  and  as  the  return  expressed  that 
he  was  in  custody  under  an  order  of  the  Supreme  Court,  he  should  be 
remanded  to  that  custody. 

Windeyer  inquired  how  the  order  could  be  obtained  or  brought 
before  the  Court,  as  there  was  no  certiorari  into  the  Supreme  Court, 
and  no  writ  of  error  from  it. 

BcTBTox,  J.,  said,  that  the  order  or  an  office  copy  of  it  should  be  taken 
out,  and  that  the  prisoner  should  proceed  to  set  aside  the  order  bj 
^  some  method  analogous  to  the  writ  of  error. 


SUPREME  COURT  CASES.  165 


Ex  parte  HUNTER.  (I)  1842. 

Writ  (if  fi,  fa,--Order  to  officer  of  the  CouH  to  pay  money—S  Vic,  No,  9,  sec.  43.        •^^'**  ^2. 

Dovoling  C.J, 
The  Judges,  suspecting  a  breach  of  duty  in  an  officer  of  the  Court,  who  had     -oMrtonJ. 
«harge  of  certain  sums  of  money,  ordered  him  to  pay  over  the  same  to  another     Stephen  J 
officer,  and  in  default  of  such  payment  authorised  the  issue  of  writs  of  ^.  fa.  against 
him  under  sec.  43  of  5  Vic.  No.  9.    On  application  to  set  the  writ  aside, 

Held,  that  the  case  fell  within  the  mischief  contemplated  by  the  statute,  and 
within  the  words  of  the  section,  but,  semble,  a  case  primon  impressionis. 

Motion  to  set  aside  certain  write  ofjl.  fa.  In  this  matter,  the  Judges, 
haying  found  that  Mr.  Manning,  an  officer  of  the  Court,  had  a  large 
sum  of  money,  forming  part  of  the  estates  of  various  intestates,  in  his 
hands,  had  ordered  him  to  pay  it  into  the  hands  of  Mr.  Myard,  a  clerk 
of  the  Court.  This  not  having  been  done,  several  writs  of  Ji,  fa,  were 
issued  against  the  late  Segistrar,  bj  the  direction  of  the  Court. 

Windeyer,  for  the  applicant,  to  set  aside  the  said  writs.  The  Act 
does  not  justify  the  order  of  the  Court.  The  order  is  defective  in  par- 
ticulars, and,  moreover,  was  issued  on  a  holiday. 

The  Chiep  Justice  said  their  Honors  were  of  opinion  that  Mr. 
Windeyer  could  only  take  a  rule  to  show  cause  on  one  of  the  grounds 
submitted  by  him  in  the  course  of  his  motion,  and  that  was,  whether  the 
order  which  their  Honors  had  issued  to  Mr.  Elyard  in  the  case  of  Mr. 
Manning  was  one  which  could  be  considered  to  be  warranted  by  the  Act 
of  the  Legislative  Council.  This  seemed  to  be  the  only  material  point 
for  consideration,  the  defects  which  had  been  enumerated  by  Mr. 
Windeyer  being  mere  matters  of  irregularities  of  which,  Mr.  Manning^ 
perhaps,  against  whom  the  writs  had  been  issued,  might  have  taken 
advantage,  but  which  were  amenable  irregularities  as  objected  to  by 
third  parties,  like  Mr.  Hunter.  Mr.  Windeyer  might  therefore  take 
his  rule  niei  on  the  single  ground  which  had  been  mentioned  by  His 
Honor. 

BiTBTO^r,  J.,  concurred  in  the  judgment  of  His  Honor,  the  Chief 
Justice^  that  Mr.  Windeyer,  could  only  take  his  rule  on  the  single 
ground  that  had  been  mentioned  by  that  learned  Judge.  At  the  same 
time  he  felt  obliged  to  say  that  he  thought  it  hardly  fair  for  learned 

{\)  The  Sydney  Herald,  Jan.  24,  Feb.  1, 1842. 
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Ex  parte 

HUMTEB. 

Burton  J. 


Jm,  29. 


geutlemen  to  insinuate  that  their  HonoN  had  in  this  matter  eyinced 
any  partiality,  or  the  slightest  dereliction  of  what  their  conaciences 
told  them  was  their  strict  duty..  Their  oaths  of  office,  and  their  sense 
of  duty  to  the  Queen  and  the  public,  alike  forbad  any  such  departure 
from  the  pure  administration  of  Justice.  Their  Honors  the  more  felt 
such  an  insinuation  coming  from  members  of  the  Bar,  as  to  them 
peculiarly f  as  men  of  honor,  and  capable  of  entertaining  a  due  appre- 
ciation of  it  in  others,  their  Honors  naturally  trusted  for  a  yindication 
of  conduct,  which  by  the  less  informed  might  be  suspected,  because 
not  understood.  Their  Honors,  in  treating  the  application  in  the  "wvj 
they  had  done,  had  acted  strictly,  they  conceiyed,  as  became  their  duty, 
to  the  absent  and  the  helpless.  No  one  could  more  sincerely  regret 
than  did  the  Judges  the  misfortune  which  had  called  for  the  issuing 
of  the  order  which  had  been  complained  of,  but  that  misfortooe 
having  occurred,  it  became  imperatively  the  duty  of  their  Honors  ta 
take  every  precaution,  that  the  monies  of  widows  and  orphans  in  the 
hands  of  Mr.  Manning,  as  an  officer  of  their  Court,  should  be  properly 
protected.  His  Honor,  however,  felfc  that  one  of  the  grounds  Mr. 
Windeyer  had  taken,  viz.,  that  the  order  in  question  was  not  such  a 
one  as  could  be  protected  by  the  Act  of  the  Legislative  Council, 
entitled  him  to  a  rule  nisi,  and  therefore  he  concurred  with  his  Honor, 
the  Chief  Justice,  in  granting  one  accordingly. 

Stephen,  J.,  stated  that  he  entirely  concurred  with  his  learned 

brothers,  that  a  rule  nisi  could  be  granted  only  on  the  single  ground 

that  had  been  mentioned  by  them. 

Bule  nisi  grtmtd. 

On  application  to  make  the  rule  absolute. 

The  Attorney-General  showed  cause.  The  Acton  which  the  order 
is  issued  is  partly  founded  on  2  Vic,  cap.  110.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  the  order  in  question  should  be  an  order  in  a  cause. 

The  Solicitor-General^  Foster,  and  Broadhurst  on  the  same  side. 

Windeyer  in  reply.  The  Act  does  not  expressly  take  away  the 
common  law.  The  rules  and  orders  mentioned  in  the  Act  mean  sncn 
as  are  obtained  in  the  usual  course  of  practice,  judicial  order?,  not 
such  as  are  issued  by  the  Court  ministerially.  The  Act  cannot  be 
supposed  to  have  contemplated  the  Court  issuing  such  an  order,  9sA 
even  if  its  words  sanction  it,  it  is  void  on  the  principle  that  no  maa 
can  be  a  judge  in  a  matter  in  which  he  has  any  concernment. 

Fisher  on  the  same  side. 
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The  Court  said  that  the  case  had  been  most  ingeniously  argued,  but        ^^^^' 
that  thej  did  not  think  there  had  been  anything  shown  in  the  coarse  o£     Ex  parte 
it  which  could  be  taken  to  impeach  the  order  in  question.    They  would     H^'^'Tmu 
have  reaerred  the  matter  for  consideration  if  they  had  had  any  doubt    ^^'-  Court, 
about  it,  but  they  would  not  reserve  it,  lest  it  should  be  supposed 
there  was  any  doubt  in  their  minds,  when  in  fact  there  was  none. 
Their  Honors  thought  they  would  have  been  guilty  of  a  dereliction  of 
that  duty  and  trust  imposed  on  them  by  Parliament,  had  they  not 
interfered  with  their  order  in  the  way  they  had  done,  to  prevent  the 
grierous  wrong  which  would  otherwise  have  been  inflicted  on  the 
absent  and  the  helpless.      It  had  been  said  that  the  order  was  a 
ministerial  one,  and  that  the  Judges  were  interested,  but  here  the 
Judges,  seeing  a  breach  of  duty  in  their  officer,  in  virtue  of  their 
office,  it  became  at  once  their  duty  to  order  that  officer  to  pay  over  the 
money  to  ensure  its    safety.      It  was    coiTceded  their  Honors  had 
authority  to  make  the  order  on  their  own  officer,  and  he  being  answer- 
able in  his  person,  did  not  the  Act  of  Council  apply  in  his  case,  and 
instead  of  issuing  an    attachment,  enable    the  Court  to  reach  his 
properly  ?    If  this  be  so,  the  order  was  within  the  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  local  ordinance.     If  it  were  not  so,  Mr.  Manning  might,  so  to 
speak,  snap  his  fingers  at  the  Court.     The  order  had  been  made  after 
mature  consideration  and  a  full  hearing  of  the  matter  at  issue.     Mr. 
Manning  had  admitted  having  received  the  monies,  and  that  they  were 
not  forthcoming,  monies  not  his,  but  committed  to  his  trust,  as  a  man 
of  honour  and  integrity,  holding  a  high  and  distinguished  office  in  the 
Court,  and  it  was  upon  that  admission  that  it  became  the  duty  of  the 
Court  to  interfere  and  enforce  its  order,  as  if  it  were  a  judgment  at 
law.     If  the  order  were  not  lawful  cadit  quaestio.     Certainly  ev&rg 
order  was  not  intended  by  the  Act,  but  only  such  orders  as  the  Court 
had  power  to  make.    Their  Honors  could  not  consider  whether  the 
Legislature  contemplated,  or  knew  the  extent  of  the  words  they  used, 
and  it  was  probable  they  did  not,  but  if  in  every  case  the  Legislature 
were  to  be  questioned  respectiug  its  intentions,  the  answer  would 
probably  be  very  unsatisfactory.      The  order  was  an  order  of  the 
Court,  and  their  Honors  did  not  think  any  order  of  the  Court  could 
be  ministerial ;  and  it  mattered  not,  whether  such  order  as  the  one  in 
question  had  been  contemplated  by  the  Legislature  or  not,  if  it  fell 
within  the  words  of  the  enactment.    The  case  was  within  the  mischief 
contemplated  by  the  Act,  and  before  the  passing  thereof,  the  order 
could  have  been  enforced  by  attachment.    It  had  been  said,  that  the 
Act  could  only  mean  a  judicial  act,  where  there  was  an  actor  or 
defendant.    They  granted  that  this  was  the  usual  course  of  judicial 


168  SUPEKME  COURT  CASES. 

1842.        orders,  bat  there  were  many  cases  in  which  the  Court  might  be  a 
jSxparte     Dioving  party,  and  it  be  a  legal  order,  there  was  no  occasion  for  any 
Hunter,     other  party  to  intervene.    It  was  true  no  such  case  had  occurred  in 
The  Cmii.    England,  but  it  was  equally  true,  that  if  such  an  one  had  arisen,  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  would  have  compelled  their  officer  by  attach- 
ment.    This  enactment,  which  was  more  beneficial  than  any  that  had 
been  made  for  a  long  time  past,  enabled  them  instead   of  an  attach- 
ment to  issue  a  fi.  fa.    If  this  had  really  been  the  Judge's  own  case, 
the  authorities  cited  by  Mr.  Windeyer  would  have  been  applicable. 
But  the  monies  were  not  theirs,  but  those  of  parties,  who  were  placed 
under  their  protection ;  and  therefore  the  order  was  properly  ispued. 

Bule  discharged  icifh  costs. 
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[Tbial  at  Bar.] 
HALL  V.  PAWLET.  (1)  1842. 

Special  jwy — Tales  de  circumstantibtui. 


July  29. 


DowHng  C.J. 
Burton  J. 

Under  the  Colonial  Jury  Act  (2)  a  taJes  is  not  limited  to  trials  at  nisi  jyrius  at  and 

the  assizes.  Stephen  J. 

Tbial  at  Bar  before  the  three  Judges,  and  a  special  jury.    On  calling 
the  list,  it  was  found  that  three  jurymen  were  absent. 

Windeyer,  for  the  plaintiff,  submitted  that  they  were  entitled  to  a 
tales  de  circumstantibuSf  as  the  Colonial  Jury  Act  did  not  limit  such  a 
tales  to  trials  at  nisi  prius  at  the  assizes,  as  the  English  Jury  Act  did ; 
but,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  a  different  opinion,  he  prayed  for  an 
adjournment  to  such  days  as  the  Court  might  think  conyenient,  and 
for  an  award  of  a  decern  or  ocfo  tales,  returnable  the  same  day. 

The  CouBT  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  tales  de  circum- 
stantibus, 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Hertddf  Aug.  1,  1842. 
(2)  4  Vic.  No.  28,  sec.  4. 
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1843.  CANNON  V.  KEIGHRAN.  (I) 

•^""-  24.  Pretoice  tiaes—32  Hen.  VIII,  c.  9,  sec.  Z—Married  woman. 

Burton  J.         T^®  -^^^t  ^^  Parliament  32  Hen.  VIII,  c.  9,  is  applicable  to  the  present  circnm- 

and  stances  of  the  Colony,  and  is  therefore  in  force,  notwithstanding  it  has  not  been 

Stephen  J.     formally  adopted  by  the  Colonial  Legislature.     A  nonsuit  was  properly  entered  on 

the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  married  woman,  though  not  pleaded  by  the 

defendant. 

This  was  a  qui  tarn  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  Mary  Cannon^  to 
recover  possession  of  an  acre  and  a  half  of  land  at  Campbelltown.  The 
action  was  based  upon  sec.  2  of  32  Hen.  YIII,  c.  9,  which  renders  it 
penal  to  sell  land  or  a  title  thereto,  until  the  seller  has  been  one  year 
in  legal  possession  of  the  same. 

It  appeared  that  the  land  had  originally  belonged  to  W.,  who  sold 
to  S.,  from  whom.B.  afterwards  purchased  it.  The  plaintiff  claimed 
the  land  as  representative  of  6.,  W.  however,  afterwards  obtained 
from  the  Crown  a  grant  in  his  name,  and  conveyed  to  the  defendant, 
who  thereupon  recovered  in  ejectment,  about  three  months  after  the 
date  of  the  grant; 

At  the  trial  before  Burton  J.  and  a  Special  Jury,  Aug.  26,  1842,  the 
SoUcitor-Oeneraly  Foster  and  Broadhurat  with  him,  for  the  defendant, 
applied  for  a  non-suit,  upon  the  following  among  other  grounds,  viz. : 
Ist,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  married  woman,  and  2nd,  that  the  present 
form  of  action  was  not  maintainable  here,  the  stat.  of  Henry  YIII 
not  being  in  force  in  the  Colony. 

Burton,  J.,  directed  a  non-suit  on  the  first  ground,  and  at  the  same 
time  ordered  that  the  second  ground  should  be  included,  if  the  matter 
should  come  before  the  Court  again,  that  the  point  might  be  solemnly 
argued. 

On  the  matter  being  argued  before  the  Pull  Court  on  January  2dt, 
1843, 

The  CoTJET  was  of  opinion  that  the  non-suit  had  been  properly 
directed  by  the  learned  Judge,  that  the  Act  of  Parliament  under  which 
the  action  had  been  brought,  although  not  formally  adopted  by  the 
Colonial  Legislature,  was  notwithstanding  this  applicable  to  the  present 
circumstances  of  this  Colony,  and  therefore  its  non-adoption  was  no 
bar  to  the  action.  ' 

(l)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald^  Aug.  29,  1842,  and  Jan.  25,  1343. 
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In  re  PEEK.  (1)  1843. 


Insolvent  Act—S  Vic.,  yo.  17,  sees,  43  and  ^^—CertiJicate^Signatures  of  three-     April  20. 

/ourths  of  the  creditors — Foreign  creditors,  Dotding  C.J. 

Burton  J. 
The  Chief  Commissioner  having  allowed  twelve  months  for  the  English  creditors  f^id 

of  the  insolvent  to  come  in,  under  sec.  43,  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  and  three-fonrths     Stephen  J. 

in  number  and  value  of  the  Colonial  crediton  having  given  their  consent  to  the 

issae  of  a  certificate  under  section  94,  the  insolvent  applied  before  the  expiration 

of  the  twelve  months  for  his  certificate,  after  giving  all  necessary  notices,  &c. 

Held,  that  sec  94  is  mandatory  on  the  Court  to  issue  the  certificate. 

Ckbtificate  applicatiobt  by  an  insoltbwt.    The  facta  appear  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  which  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  insolvent  applied  before  me  on  the  I5th 
Marchy  for  the  allowance  of  his  certificate,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
94th  section  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  5  Yic,  No.  17,  under  the  following 
circumstances : — ^He  had  creditors  both  in  this  Colony  and  in  England. 
Three-fourths  in  number  and  value  of  his  colonial  creditors  had  signed. 
Twelve  months  had  been  allowed  by  the  Chief  Commissioner,  under  the 
43rd  section,  to  the  English  creditors,  to  come  in  and  prove  their 
claims,  either  personally,  or  by  attorney.  The  twelve  months  have  not 
eispsed,  and  none  of  the  English  creditors  have  yet  come  in ;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  before  the  expiration  of  the  twelve  months  thus 
given  for  the  English  creditors  to  come  in,  the  insolvent  is  entitled  to 
apply  for  the  allowance  and  confirmation  of  his  certificate  under  the 
94th  section.  He  had  complied  with  the  provision  of  that  section,  by 
giving  six  weeks'  notice  of  the  day  of  his  application,  by  advertisement 
in  the  Government  Gazette.  No  objection  had  been  made  thereto  by 
any  of  the  colonial  creditors,  and  the  English  creditors  have  not  had 
time  to  make  any  objection  if  they  were  so  minded. 

The  94th  section  is  silent  as  to  English  creditors,  but  speaks  generally 
of  creditors,  and  authorises  the  insolvent,  after  the  third  public  meeting  of 
his  creditors,  called  by  the  Chief  Commissioner,  and  after  his  examina- 
tion, to  apply  to  his  creditors  for  a  certificate  ;  and  stipulates  that  he 
shall  give  six  weeks^  notice  of  his  application  for  the  allowance,  by 
advertisement  in  the  Government  Gazette  of  the  Colony.  Under  the 
43rd  section,  the  Chief  Commissioner  has  taken  order  for  securing  the 

(1)  Ths  Sydney  Morning  Ueraid,  March  16,  and  April  24,  1843. 
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1843.        amount  of  the  English  creditors*  debts,  in  case  their  claims  should  be 


In  re        established  within  the  time  limited  for  coming  in.     The  9^th  section  is 
Peek.       tnandat<fry  on  the  Court  to  allow  the  certificate,  if  no  objection  be  made 
Dowling  C.J.  thereto  by  any  of  the  creditors  of  the  insolvent. 

It  was  contended,  in  support;  of  the  application,  that  the  insolrent 
came  within  not  only  the  words,  but  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the 
91th  section.  Pirst,  as  to  the  words :  it  speaks  of  the  insolvent  being 
at  liberty,  "  after  the  third  public  meeting  of  his  creditors,  called  by 
the  Commissioner,  and  after  his  examination,  to  apply  to  his  creditors 
for  a  certificate  testifying  their  consent  to  his  discharge  ";  and  having 
gotten  the  signatures  of  three-fourths  in  number  and  value,  and  made 
oath  of  the  particulars  required,  may  apply  for  the  allowance  o£  the 
certificate  by  the  Court,  after  six  toeeks^  notice  by  advertisement  in  the 
Government  Gazette,  All  this  language  is  of  local  application  to  the 
exclusion  of  creditors  absent  from  the  colontf.  If  the  words  had  a  more 
extended  application,  and  could  be  construed  to  include  all  his  creditors, 
whether  local  or  foreign,  the  insolvent  could  not  apply  for  his  certificate 
in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  section.  Foreign  creditors 
could  not  attend  the  third  puhlio  meeting^  or  be  expected  to  attend ; 
and  what  would  be  the  use  of  six  weeks'  notice,  by  advertisement,  in 
the  New  South  Wales  Government  Gazette,  to  creditors  living  out  of  the 
Colony  ?  It  is  obvious  that  the  whole  section  is  local  in  its  terms,  and 
is  confined  to  creditors  residing  in  New  South  Wales,  who  may  be 
more  competent  to  judge  of  the  insolvent's  eligibility  for  a  certificate 
than  creditors  living  abroad.  Secondly,  he  is  within  the  spirit  and 
meaning  of  the  clause,  because  the  Legislature  by  the  4}3rd  section  has 
made  provision  for  protecting  the  claims  of  persons  absent  from  the 
colony,  who  have  not  proved  their  debts,  but  may  eventually  be  able  to 
establish  tliem,  by  authorising  the  Commissioner  to  make  order  for 
securing  the  amount  thereof  in  case  they  should  be  afterwards  established 
This  has  been  done  in  the  present  case,  so  that  the  absent  creditors  cannot 
be  damnified.  This  shows  that  the  absent  creditors  were  never  contem- 
plated in  the  certificate  clause.  It  never  could  be  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  to  postpone  the  certificate  of  a  man  who  h«'is  given  up 
everything  to  his  creditors,  and  has  obtained  the  consent  of  three- 
fourths  in  number  and  value  of  his  local  creditors,  and  leave  him  to 
starve  for  twelve  months,  to  wait  the  event  of  his  absent  creditors 
objecting  to  his  certificate,  when  non  constat,  that  any  of  such  creditors 
will  ever  come  in  and  prove  at  all.  It  is  notorious  that  in  many  cases, 
even  known  creditors  decline  coming  in,  and  surely  in  such  a  case,  this 
clause  ought  to  receive  a  liberal  construction  in  favour  of  an  honest 
insolvent,  who  has  satisfied  those  who  must  be  more  conversant  with  his 
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conduct  that  he  is  worthy  of  a  certificate,  even  if  the  clause  were        1843. 
doubtful  in  its  terms.    If  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  had  been  to        /^  j-e 
include  absent  creditors  within  the  94th  section,  it  is  casus  omissus —       Peek. 
and  not  being  expressed,  the  insolvent  must  be  held  to  come  within  the  Doirling  C.J. 
words  and  meaning  of  the  section.     If  the  Act  requires  amendment  in 
this  particular,  it  is  for  tbe  Legislature  to  interfere,  aad  the  words  of 
the  section  cannot  be  extended  in  their  meaning  by  construction. 

In  deference  to  the  opinion  said  to  have  been  privately  intimated  by 
His  Honor  Mr.  Justice  Burton,  "  that  the  insolvent  had  no  right  to 
apply  for  the  allowance  of  his  certificate  until  the  lapse  of  twelve 
months,  allowed  to  the  English  creditors  to  prove  their  debts,  because, 
if  non-allowed,  they  would  be  excluded  from  having  any  voice  in  the 
matter,"  I  reserved  my  opinion  until  I  had  an  opportunity  of  con- 
ferring with  my  learned  brethren  on  the  point.  In  my  opinion  the 
certificate  ought  to  be  allowed,  for  the  reasons  urged  in  support  of  the 
application,  and  unless  my  view  of  the  matter  is  overcome  by  the 
arguments  contra,  I  must  adhere  to  that  opinion. 

BuRToy,  J.,  and  SiEPnEif,  J.,  concurred. 

Issue  of  insolvent's  certificate  ordered. 
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1843.  Ex  parte  ASHTON.  (1) 

Moff  18.  Mandamua-^mectoral  LitU—Caurt  of  BevUumS  Vic.  Xo,  16. 

^Stir^n  j'^'  ^^  application  having  been  made  to  the  Court  of  Revision  onder  tiie  Electoni 
(iQ^  *  Districts  Act,  6  Vic,  No.  16,  to  place  a  certain  person's  name  on  the  voters*  lift, 
Stephen  J.  the  Magistrate  sitting  therein  refused  the  claim,  on  the  ground  that  the  wnttsii 
notice  required  by  the  Act  was  not  produoed,  or  a  written  copy  theraoL  A 
majidamua  to  the  Magistrate  to  reconsider  the  matter,  or  to  the  Clerk  of  the 
Revision  Court  to  enter  the  name  of  the  applicant  on  the  Mectoral  lists  vis 
refused  by  the  Supreme  Court,  on  the  ground  that  the  Act  of  Council  had  made 
the  Revision  Court  the  sole  court  of  appeaL 

This  was  an  application  for  a  mandamus,  calling  upon  the  Magistrates 
and  assessoTB  of  Windsor  to  assemble  for  the  purpose  of  reconsideriDg 
the  claim  of  Thomas  Ashton  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  electoni 
lists,  or  commanding  G.  T,  Wyatt^  the  Clerk  of  the  Conrt  of  BevinMii 
to  insert  the  name  of  Thomas  Ashton  in  the  list,  as  a  person  entitled  to 
vote  at  the  election  of  members  of  Council  for  the  Cumberland  Boronght. 
It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  Thomas  Ashton  then  resided,  and 
had  resided  for  one  jear  and  ten  months,  in  a  dwelling  house  in 
Lennox-street^  Windsor,  of  the  clear  annual  value  of  £20 ;  that  he  had 
had  potice  of  his  claim  to  yote  in  respect  of  this  qualification  duly 
served  upon  Wyatt,  the  Clerk  of  the  Court  on  the  22nd  day  of  April, 
and  that  the  notice  was,  in  substance,  in  accordance  with  the  form  and 
spirit  of  the  Statute.  In  pursuance  of  the  notice  of  claim,  he  attended 
the  Court  of  Petty  Sessions  for  the  revision  of  the  electoral  list,  on 
the  6th  of  May,  and  was  examined  by  the  Magistrates  adjudicating, 
and  proved  his  qualification.  But,  although  the  service  of  notice  was 
admitted  by  the  Clerk  to  be  in  his  possession,  and  to  have  been  served 
within  the  time,  the  Magistrates  refused  to  insert  his  name,  unless  a 
written  copy  of  the  notice  was  produced  in  Court,  and  proved.  Pai^^i 
evidence  of  the  notice  was  refused. 

JPurefoy,  Windeyer,  and  Fisher  for  the  applicant.  The  objection  i« 
frivolous.  Is  the  applicant  to  suffer  from  the  neglect  of  the  Clerk? 
He  has  been  deprived  of  his  right  to  vote.  When  a  wrong  has  been 
done  it  must  always  be  assumed  that  it  should  be  put  right.  Althongh 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  has  not  power  to  exercise  a  jurisdiction 
such  as  this,  since  a  superior  jurisdiction,  that  of  the  Houses  of  Parh*" 
ment,  exists  for  that  purpose,  here  the  only  Court  of  Appeal  ^  va» 

(1)  Tht  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  May  19,  1843. 
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Supreme  Court.    The  Electoral  BiatrictB  Act  G  Vic,  No.  16,  sees.  12,        ^^^* 
13, 15,  16,  19,  and  44,  Beg.  v.  ike  Mayor  of  Lichfield  (2)  ;  Bex  v.  the      Ex  parte 
Bishop  of  Chester  (Z) , 


The  Solicitor- General  and  Foster  contra.  The  qualification  of  the 
applicant  has  not  been  made  out.  A  mandamus  to  reassemble  a 
Bevision  Court  would  be  in  direct  opposition  to  the  Act  of  Council 
which  has  defined  the  time  beyond  which  such  ReYiston  Court  cannot 
sit. 

The  Chief  Justice.  The  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  order  the 
Clerk  of  a  Bevision  Court  to  enter  any  name  on  the  Electoral  Lists, 
and  eyen  if  it  had  it  would  be  necessary  for  the  Court  to  go  into  the 
question  of  qualification.  The  Clerk  is  a  mere  ministerial  functionary, 
acting  under  the  directions  of  the  Magistrates. 

BmiToy,  J.,  concurred. 

Stephev,  J.  The  Court  has  no  power  to  direct  the  Eevision  Court 
to  hold  another  silting,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  into  consideration 
the  arpplicant's  claim.  The  decision  of  such  matters  lies  with  the  Court 
of  Eerision  alone,  by  the  Act  of  Council. 

Application  refused  with  costs. 

This  having  been  a  test  case,  and  several  parties  being  interested, 
the  Court,  afterwards,  on  the  motion  of  Foster,  allowed  costs  against 
those  parties  who  had  taken  part  in  the  appGcation,  without  having 
given  notice  to  the  Court  of  Eevision. 

(2)  Gale  &  Dav.  28.  (3)  1  Dnrn.  &  £.  404. 


DowHjig  C.J. 
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1844  EEGINA  V.  KNATCHBULL.  (I) 


Feb.  1. 

Eject  of  Eiiglish  repeal  of  English  StcUtUes  previotialy  in  force  in  New  South  Wala 

DowHtig  C.  J.  hi/  9  Geo.  TV,  c.  83—9  Geo,  IV,  c.  31—4  and  6  Will.  IV,  c.  26  and  ^  a/irf  7 

^a^d"  ^'  ^*^'  ^^'  ^'  ^'  «<^/>^  ^y  8  f^»^^-  ^^>  ^<^'  2-'Di«section  or  hanging  in  cJmn$ 

Stevhen  J  ^  criminals  executed  for  murder. 

The  statute  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  31,  which  came  into  force  in  this  Colony  solely  by 
virtue  of  the  New  South  Wales  Act  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  gave  to  the  Court  a 
discretionary  alternative  power  to  direct  that  the  body  of  every  offender  should, 
after  execution,  either  be  dissected  or  hung  in  chains  ''as  to  the  Court  should 
seem  meet." 

The  2  and  3  Will.  IV,  c.  75,  not  here  adopted,  directed  the  body  to  be  buried 
within  the  precincts  of  the  prison,  or  to  be  hung  in  chains,  and  abolished  dissection. 

By  8  Will.  IV,  No.  2,  inter  alia  were  adopted  4  and  5  WiU.  IV,  c.  26,  and 
6  and  7  Will.  IV,  c.  30. 

The  former  repealed  hanging  in  chains  and  various  provisions  of  certain  Irish 
statutes,  and  enacted  that  bodies  of  persons  executed  in  Ireland  should  be  buried 
within  the  precincts  of  the  prison,  kc 

The  latter  provided  that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  that  Act,  sentence  of 
death  might  be  pronounced  after  convictions  for  murder,  in  the  same  manner  as 
after  convictions  for  other  capital  offences.    . 

Held,  that  a  sentence  of  death  pronounced  in  this  Colony  upon  a  prisoner 
found  guilty  of  murder,  without  any  order  for  dissection  of  the  prisoner's  body, 
or  that  it  should  be  buried  within  the  precincts  of  the  prison,  was  right. 

Heg.  V.  Hartnett  (2)  distinguished. 

On  the  24lh  of  January  the  prisoner  was  convicted  of  wilful  murder, 
at  the  gaol  delivery  of  the  Supreme  Court,  before  Burton  J.,  who  in 
pursuance  of  the  statute  G  and  7  Will.  IV,  c.  30,  sec.  2,  immediately 
pronounced  sentence  of  death  upon  the  prisoner,  in  the  same  manner 
as  after  convictions  for  other  capital  offences.  After  the  close  of  the 
sessions  of  gaol  delivery,  namely,  on  the  29th  January,  a  petition  was 
presented  to  the  Judge,  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  praying  that  counBel 
might  be  heard  before  all  the  Judges,  for  the  purpose  of  arguing  that 
the  sentence  was  illegal,  inasmuch  as  it  was  omitted  to  express,  that 
the  body  of  the  prisoner  should  be  dissected  and  anatomised ;  and  if 
that  was  not  necessary,  that  it  omitted  to  express,  that  the  body  or 
the  prisoner  should  be  buried  within  the  precincts  of  the  prison. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  2nd  Feb.,  1844. 
(2)  Jebb's  Irish  C.C,  1841,  p.  302. 
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Tlie  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  as  follows : —  1844. 

The  Chief  Justice  (after  stating  the  above  facts)  said :    Having  ^^ 

submitted  this  petition  to  the  consideration  of  my  brethren,  we  have  Knatchbull. 
fully  considered  the  propriety  of  yielding  to  the  prayer,  and  are  of  I>owling  C.J. 
opinion  that  it  ought  not  to  be  granted. 

If  the  question  as  to  the  proper  manner  of  pronouncing  sentence  in 
this  colony,  in  cases  of  murder,  were  now  for  the  first  time  to  be 
mooted,  the  Court  would  have  readily  acceded  to  the  request  to  have  it 
argued  by  Counsel ;  but  inasmuch  as  the  Judges  of  this  Court  had 
this  point  expressly  under  their  deliberate  judgment  and  determina- 
tion, so  long  since  as  the  9th  November,  1837,  in  the  case  of  John 
Carey  Willis^  holding  that  sentence  of  death  may  in  this  colony  be 
pronounced  after  convictions,  in  the  same  manner  as  after  convictions 
for  other  capital  offences,  and  that  resolution  having  been  invariably 
acted  upon  by  all  the  Judges,  in  at  least  seventy  subsequent  convic- 
tions for  murder,  the  Court  cannot  now  have  the  question  reopened 
for  argument. 

On  the  13th  July,  1837,  a  local  ordinance  (8  Will.  IV,  No.  2)  was 
passed,  adopting  in  the  gross,  and  without  discriminating  what  were, 
and  what  were  not,  applicable  to  the  state  of  this  colony,  several  Acts 
of  Parliament  for  applying  the  same  in  the  administration  of  justice 
in  New  South  Wales,  ''in  like  manner  as  other  laws  of  England  are 
applied  therein."  Amongst  these  were  the  4  and  5  Will.  IV,  cap  26, 
for  abolishing  the  practice  of  hanging  the  bodies  of  criminals  in  chains, 
and  the  6  and  7  Will.  IV,  c  30,  for  repealing  so  much  of  the  English 
Act,  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  34,  as  directs  the  period  of  the  execution,  and  the 
prison  discipline  of  persons  convicted  of  the  crime  of  murder.  As 
both  these  Acts  made  material  alterations  in  the  manner  of  passing 
sentence  and  disposing  of  the  bodies  of  persons  convicted  of  murder 
in  England  and  Ireland  respectively,  it  became  a  question  for  the  reso- 
lution of  the  Judges,  as  to  the  applicability  of  them  in  this  colony. 
These  Acts  having  been  adopted  on  the  13th  of  July,  1837,  the  first 
ca^e  of  murder  which  occurred  afterwards  was  that  of  a  convict  named 
John  Carey  Willis,  That  prisoner  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Burton^ 
on  the  9th  of  November,  1837,  and  being  convicted.  His  Honor  invoked 
a  conference  with  Mr.  Justice  Willis  and  myself,  as  to  the  form  and 
manner  of  awarding  sentence ;  and  after  full  deliberation  we  were  of 
opinion,  upon  the  plain  construction  of  the  Statute  6  and  7  Will  IV, 
c.  80,  8.  2,  that  the  sentence  of  death  might  be  pronounced  after  con- 
viction for  murder,  in  the  same  manner  as  under  convctious  for  other 
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1844.        capital  offences,  namely,  by  simply  awarding  judgment  of  death  and 

Rbgina      execution  thereon,  without  directing  any  disposition  of  the  bodies  after 

^      ^*  execution.    That  prisoner  was  so  sentenced  accordingly.    The  same 

point  was  again  considered  in  the  case  of  George  Comefford,  convictea 

*  on  his  own  plea  of  guilty  before  myself,  on  the  28th  May,  1838.    Ab 

already  observed,  this  resolution  has  been  invariably  acted  upon  down 

to  the  present  time,  and  we  think  the  soundness  of  it  ought  not  now 

to  be  called  in  question.     It  may  be  convenient,  however,  to  advert 

shortly  to  the  grounds  on  which  the  Judges  came  to  their  resolution. 

By  the  9  Geo.  lY,  c.  31,  which  came  into  operation  in  this  eolooj, 
solely  by  force  of  the  New  South  Wales  Act  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  a  discre- 
tionary alternative  power  was  given  to  the  Court  to  direct,  that  the 
body  of  every  tiffender  should,  after  execution,  either  be  dissected  or 
hung  in  chains  "  as  to  the  Court  should  seem  meet."  By  the  2  and  3 
Will.  IV,  c.  75,  entitled  "  An  Act  Regulating  BchooU  of  AMiomf 
(which  Act  has  not  been  adopted  by  the  local  Legislature),  the  power 
to  order  dissection  is  repealed,  and  it  gives  the  Court  the  alternative 
power  to  direct  the  prisoner  either  to  be  hung  in  chains^  or  to  be  bniied 
within  the  precincts  of  the  prison  in  which  such  prisoner  shall  have 
been  confined  after  conviction^  as  to  such  Court  shall  seem  meet. 

Then  the  4  and  5  Will.  IV,  c.  26  (which  has  been  adopted), 
reciting  the  English  Act  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  31,  the  Irish  Act,  10  Gfeo. 
IV,  c.  34,  and  the  2  and  3  Will.  IV,  c.  76,  relating  to  schools  of 
anatomy,  repeals  the  hanging  in  chains  ordained  by  the  9  G^.  IV^» 
c.  31  (dissection  having  repealed  by  the  preceding  Act  2  and  3  Will* 
IV,  c.  75),  and  also  repeals  that  part  of  the  Irish  Act  10  Geo.  IV, 
c.  34,  which  awarded  dissection  or  hanging  in  chains,  and  proceeds 
to  enact,  "  That  in  every  case  of  conviction  in  Ireland^  of  any  prisoner 
for  murder,  the  Court  before  wbich  such  prisoner  shall  have  been 
tried,  shall  direct  such  prisoner  to  be  buried  within  the  precincts  of 
the  prison  within  which  prisoner  sluiU  have  been  confined  after  eonviC' 
iion^  and  the  sentence  to  be  pronounced  by  the  Court  shall  express 
that  the  body  of  such  prisoner  shall  be  buried  within  the  precincts  of 
such  prison."  Then  by  the  G  and  7  Will.  IV,  c.  30,  reciting  Ae 
English  Act  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  31,  and  the  Irish  Act  10  Geo.  IV,  c.  84, 
certain  provisions  therein  contained  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of 
passing  sentence,  and  the  treatment  of  prisoners  after  conviction  for 
murder,  are  repealed,  and  then  it  is  enacted,  *'  That  from  and  after 
passing  of  this  Act,  sentence  of  death  may  he  pronounced,  after  conric- 
tion  for  murder  in  the  same  manner,  and  the  judge  shall  have  the  sao^^ 
power,  in  all  respects,  as  after  convictions  for  other  capital  offences.' 
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Now,  as  the  9  Geo.  IV,  e.  31,  onlj  came  into  operation  ia  this        ^844. 


colony  by  operation  of  the  New  South  Wales  Act,  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  Reqina 
(as  a  statute  in  force  prior  to  the  passing  of  the  latter  Act),  and  as  ^  "  ,'^' 
the  alternatives  of  dissecting  or  hanging  in  chains,  given  by  that  statute 
are  now  repealed,  and  are  no  longer  part  of  the  sentence  in  cases  of 
murder  in  England — there  is  no  longer  any  alternative  direction  to  be 
giren,  and  all  reason  for  the  introduction  of  any  direction  whatever  in 
the  sentence  has  ceased. 

That  part  of  the  directions  of  the  Act  2  and  3  Will.  IV,  c.  76,  for 
regulating  schools  of  anatomy,  which  directs  the  body  to  he  buried 
within  the  precincts  of  the  prison,  remains  untouched,  and  still  con- 
tinueB  part  of  the  law  of  England,  but  that  Act  has  not  been  adopted 
by  our  local  Legislature.  So  that  the  only  part  of  the  Act  4  and  5 
Will.  IV,  c.  26,  which  could  be  construed  to  apply  to  this  colony,  is 
the  2nd  and  only  section  which  says,  that  in  every  case  of  conviction 
for  murder,  in  Ireland,  the  Court  before  which  such  prisoner  shall  have 
been  tried,  shall  direct  such  prisoner  to  be  buried  within  the  precincts 
of  the  prison  vrithin  which  such  prisoner  shall  have  been  confined  after 
conviction,  and  the  sentence  to  be'  pronounced  by  the  Oourt  shall 
express  that  the  body  of  such  prisoner  shall  be  buried  within  the 
precincts  of  such  prison. 

This  clause  is  expressly  confined  to  Ireland,  and  applicable  to 
Ireland  only.  This  is  an  English  colony,  governed  either  by  English 
laws,  passed  before  the  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  or  which  have  since  been 
adopted  by  the  local  Legislature,  or  by  local  laws  ordained  for  local 
purposes.  No  doubt  the  adopting  Act,  8  Will.  IV,  No.  2,  after  reciting 
that  and  other  Acts  on  different  subjects,  enacts,  "  That  every  clause, 
provision,  and  enactment,  therein  respectively  contained,  shall  be,  and 
the  same  are,  and  is  hereby  adopted  and  directed  to  be  applied  in  the 
administration  of  justice  is  the  said  Colony  and  its  dependencies,  in 
like  manner  as  other  laws  of  England  are  therein  applied,^'  If  the 
School  of  Anatomy  Act,  2  and  3  Will.  IV,  c.  75,  which  still  retains  the 
direction,  to  bury  the  body  in  the  ease  of  murder  eommitted  in  England, 
had  been  adopted  by  the  local  Legislature,  it  might  have  been  adopted 
in  this  colony  in  like  manner  as  other  laws  of  England  are  therein 
applied.  But  a  law  applicable  to  Ireland  by  name,  cannot  be  said  to 
be  an  English  law  and  applicable  in  like  manner  as  other  laws  of 
England  are  therein  applied.  At  all  events,  the  point  was  so  doubtful, 
and  in  the  absence  of  any  adopted  law  of  England,  authorising  inter- 
ment within  the  precincts  of  the  gaol,  the  Judges  felt  themselves 
bound  by  construction,  to  give  effect  to  plain  language  of  the  6  and  7 
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1844.        Will.  IV,  c.  80,  whicli  places  the  manner  of  passing  sentence  after 
R£ou?A      convictions  for  murder,  on  the  same  footing  as  convictions  for  other 

Knatchbull.  <=*P't»^  «^«°''«'- 

DowUng  C.J.  ^^  Jehhs's  Irish  Oroicn  Casee,  (1841,)  p.  302,  it  was  held  in  Be^.  t. 
Hartneit  and  another^  that  the  omission,  in  pronouncing  sentence  on  a 
conviction  for  murder  in  Ireland,  to  order  that  the  bodies  of  the  prisoners 
should  be  buried  within  the  precincts  of  the  gaol,  as  directed  bj  4  and 
5  Will.  IV,  c.  26,  s.  2,  was  held  to  be  illegal,  notwithstanding  the  611i 
and  7th  Will.  IV,  c.  30,  s.  2.  In  that  case  Lord  Denmatiy  Chief  Justice 
of  the  English  Queen's  Bench,  in  a  letter  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  o£ 
Ireland,  certified,  that  '*  though  no  case  had  come  regularly  before  the 
Judges  in  England  on  the  point  in  the  case  stated,  yet  his  Lordship 
had  no  doubt  that  they  would  come  to  the  same  decision  as  that  which 
had  taken  place  in  Dublin.  Two  years  before  his  Lordship  passed 
a  sentence  with  the  same  defect,  and  found  so  strong  a  doubt  of  its 
legality  prevailing  among  the  Judges,  that  it  seemed  prudent  to  recom- 
mend a  commutation  of  the  sentence.  ''  Certainly  in  England,"  said 
His  Lordship,  "  no  sentence  for  murder  will  omit  hereafter  to  include 
a  direction  for  burying  the  convict's  body." 

Entertaining  as  we  do  unbounded  respect  and  reverence  for  the 
opinions  of  the  Judges  both  of  England  and  of  Ireland,  the  decision 
referred  to  seems  not  to  us  to  be  ad  idem^  even  though  promulgated 
long  after  this  resolution  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  in  1837,  immedi- 
ately after  the  adoption  of  these  Acts.  In  England,  by  the  2nd  and 
3rd  Will.  IV,  c.  75,  burying  within  the  prison  was  made  obligatory, 
but  that  Act  not  being  adopted  by  our  Legislature,  it  was  considered  of 
no  force  here  as  a  law  of  i^gland. 

The  decision  of  the  Irish  Judges  were  upon  the  4  and  5  Will.  IV,  c. 
26,  which  in  terms,  prescribes  the  forms  of  sentences  for  convicted 
murderers  in  Ireland.  Assuming,  however,  that  by  force  of  the 
adopting  Act  8  Will.  IV,  No.  2,  that  the  provision  for  Ireland  could 
be  administered  in  the  colony  in  like  manner  as  "  other  laws  of  Eng- 
land are  therein  applied,"  it  being,  in  fact,  a  law  for  Ireland  only,  still  the 
present  case  does  not  fall  within  the  grammatical  construction  of  the 
clause  relating  to  Ireland.  The  sentence  of  death  was  in  this  case 
pronounced  immediately  after  conviction,  and  before  the  prisoner  left 
the  bar.  Now,  the  section  in  question  directs  that  "  the  Court  before 
which  such  prisoner  shall  have  been  tried,  shall  direct  such  prisoner  to 
be  buried  within  the  precincts  of  the  prison  within  which  such  prisoner 
shall  have  been  confined  offer  conviction.^*  If  the  sentence  be  pro- 
nounced immediately  after  conviction,  this  direction  would  not  applj* 
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for  the  section  extends  only  to  cases  where  the  prisoner  thall  have        1844. 
been  confined  in  some  prison  "after  conviction."     Should,  therefore,      Rbgina 
sentence  be  pronounced  immediately  after  conviction ^  and  the  prisoner,  ^       *'* 

ivNATCHBUIiL. 


shall  not  be  confined  in  gaol  after  conviction  and  before  sentence,  then 
by  unavoidable  construction,  there  would  be  no  prison  precincts  within 
v?hich  to  direct  him  to  be  buried.  Without,  however,  dwelling  on  so 
critical  a  construction,  it  appeared  to  the  Judges,  that,  ao  dissection  or 
hanging  in  chains^  provided  for  by  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  31,  had  been  severally 
repealed  by  the  2  and  3  Will.  IV,  c  75  and  4  and  6  Will.  IV,  c.  26, 
respectively,  and  there  being  no  English  law  adopting  the  direction 
that  the  culprit  should  be  buried  within  the  precincts  of  the  prison, 
the  Judges  were  compelled  to  resort  to  the  general  clause  contained  in 
the  G  and  7  Will.  IV,  c.  30,  sec.  2,  and  hold  that  the  sentence  of  death 
for  murder  in  this  colony  might  be  pronounced  in  the  same  manner  as 
in  other  capital  cases. 

In  coming  to  this  decision,  they  were  not  infiuenced  by  any  considera- 
tion of  the  ameliorated  state  of  the  law  of  England  by  the  repeal  of 
the  ignominious  part  of  the  sentence,  which  ordained  either  dissection 
•or  hanging  in  chains; — nor  by  a  sense  of  the  obvious  inconvenience 
of  burying  the  dead  bodies  of  criminals  within  the  precincts  of  gaols 
in  this  hot  climate,  and  still  less  by  any  reference  to  the  necessity, 
however  imperious,  which  frequently  arises,  of  directing  the  execution 
to  take  place,  for  the  sake  of  example,  as  near  as  possible  to  the  scene 
of  atrocity.  They  went  upon  the  plain  language  of  the  adopted 
English  Act,  6  and  7  Will.  IV,  c.  30,  s.  2.  From  the  construction 
they  have  put  upon  that  Act,  they  see  no  reason  now  to  depart,  or 
even  allow  a  discussion  which  could  only  bring  in  question  a  course  of 
justice  which  has  been  undeviatingly  pursued  for  nearly  seven  years, 
without  objection,  although  many  of  the  miserable  culprits  towards 
whom  this  course  has  been  pursued  were  ably  defended  by  counsel 
learned  in  law. 

Application  refused. 


Dowling  C.J. 
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184*.  BEGmA  r.  MANN.  (1) 


Feb.  5  and  12.  j^^^^e^-^  Vic.,  No.  9,  wc.  4A^Form  of  eonviriion— Local  and  territorial  jwu. 
DowUng  C.J.  diction— 2  and  8  Ph.  and  Mary,  cap.  IH— Certiorari,  affidavits  in  support  of— 

^"  and  ^'  '^  ^^'^'  ^^' ""'  ^'  '**'•  ^^• 

Stephen  J. 

The  Statute  8  Tie.,  No.  9,  sec.  44  (2),  does  not  give  the  Justuses  power  to  conyict 

Bunimarilj. 

The  Court  can  intend  nothing  in  favour  of  a  conTiction,  and  the  record  of  coa- 
Tiction  must  distinctly  show  that  the  justices  not  onlj  had  jurisdiction  in  the  nutter, 
but  that  they  proceeded  on  competent  eridence. 

The  Justices,  having  been  appointed  by  a  general  commission  of  tlie  Peace,  to 
act  as  Justices  of  the  territory,  and  a  subsequent  general  commission  havinj^  issaed, 
whereby  certain  gentlemen  were  assigned  to  be  justices  for  the  City  of  Sydnej/  and 
the  adjaecKt  Couxty  of  Cumberland,  under  the  provisions  qt  the  Sydney  Corporation 
Act  (1842)  (8),  held,  that  it  was  thereby  intended  to  supersede  so  much  of  the 
territorial  commission,  as  previously  included  Cumberland  as  a  portion  of  the  tenitoiy, 
and  that  the  before-mentioned  territorial  justices  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  county 
of  Camberland.  This  principle  is  recognised  by  the  stat.  2  and  3  Phillip  and  HstTi 
cap.  18. 

Notice  ol  one  of  the  grounds  for  the  motion  to  quash  a  oonriction  not  baring 
been  given  in  the  affidavit  in  support  of  the  certiorari,  held  that  this  was  not 
necessary,  as  there  was  no  provision  to  that  efPect  in  the  Colonial  Statutes,  and 
7  Geo.  IV,  0.  48,  sec.  17,  was  not  in  force  here. 

Feb.  12,         The  facta  in  this  case  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  which 
was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  The  defendant  was  summarily  convicted  by 
two  Justices  in  penalties  for  keeping  an  unlicensed  spirit  still,  contrary 
to  the  local  ordinance,  3  Vic.  No.  9.  The  conviction  having  been 
returned  by  certiorari  into  this  Court,  it  was  moved,  on  the  5th 
instant,  by  defendant's  counsel,  that  it  be  quashed :  First,  for  want  of 
summary  jurisdiction ;  second,  for  want  of  general  jurisdiction  in  the 
Justices  J  and,  thirdly,  for  want  of  form,  in  not  showing  that  the  penal- 
ties were  sought  to  be  enforced  at  the  instance  of  a  proper  party. 

The  first  and  last  of  these  objections  were  founded  on  the  construc- 
tion of  the  local  ordinance,  3  Vic,  No.  9,  s.  4i ;  and  the  second  on 
affidavit  that  the  offence  was  committed  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
convicting  magistrates. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Merald,  Feh.  6  and  14,184i. 
(2)  Bopealed  by  18  Vic,  No.  27.  (8)  6  Vic,  No.  3,  sec  64. 
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It  iras  objected  hj  the  Attomey-GTexiend,  that  the  first  ought  not       1844. 

now  io  be  entertained,  even,  if  tenable,  inasmuch  as  notice  was  not  Eegina 

distinctly  giren  of  it  in  the  affidayit  on  moving  for  the  eertiarariy  in  ^* 
pursuance  of  the  English  statute  for  ''  altering  and  amending  the 

aeveral  laws  relating  to  the  Castoms/'  7  Geo.  IV,  c.  48,  s.  17.  o   %ng    .  . 

Had  that  Act  been  in  force  in  this  Colony,  and  applicable  to  a  case 
of  this  kind,  most  undoubtedly  such  an  objection  could  not  hare  been 
allowed  to  be  taken  by  the  defendant,  unless  ifc  had  been  stated  in  the 
affidavit  for  the  certiorari^  but  as  that  Act  is  not  in  force,  and  as  there 
is  no  similar  provision  contained  in  the  Act  on  which  this  conviction 
was  founded,  the  Court  is  not  at  liberty  to  exclude  it  from  consideration. 

It  IB  true  that  the  objection  occurred  to  the  Court  itself,  upon 
reference  to  the  clause  in  the  local  ordinance,  which  purports  to  give 
jurisdiction  to  the  justices,  but  though  not  taken  by  the  defendant's 
counsel  until  pointed  out,  the  Court  could  not  resist  the  force  of  a 
difficulty  which  went  to  the  very  foundation  of  the  authority  of  the 
magistrates. 

liirhat  then  is  the  objection  P  By  the  Local  Act,  8  Victoria,  No.  9, 
B.  4J',  it  is  enacted,  "  That  all  fines,  forfeitures,  and  penalties,  imposed 
by  this  Act  may  be  recovered  before  any  two  Jiuticen^  or  the  Judges 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  or  in  the  Court  of  Vice  Admiralty,  of  the  said 
Colony."  There  is  here  no  jurisdiction  given  to  the  Justices  to  proceed 
in  a  summari/  manner,  and  consequently  their  jurisdiction  could  only 
be  after  the  manner  of  proceeding  in  the  Supreme  Court,  or  in  the 
Court  of  Vice  Admiralty,  neither  oE  which  Courts  has  any  summary 
jurisdiction  for  offences  against  the  Act.  The  conviction  shows,  that 
the  Justices  below  have  exercised  only  summary  jurisdiction  as  judges 
of  the  law  and  of  the  fact ;  and  therefore,  it  is  obvious  that  they  had 
no  authority  to  proceed  in  that  manner.  It  is  a  first  principle,  that  the 
examination  and  punishment  of  offences  in  a  summary  manner  by 
Justices  of  the  Peace,  out  of  their  sessions,  and  without  the  interven- 
tion of  a  jury,  or  of  an  open  trial,  are  founded  entirely  upon  a  special 
authority,  conferred  and  regulated  by  the  Legislature.  Ko  new 
oftence  is  cognisable  in  that  manner,  unless  expressly  made  so  by  an 
Act  of  the  Legislature ;  and  all  the  proceedings  under  an  authority  so 
created  must  be  strictly  conformable  to  the  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  special  law  in  each  instance,  from  which  their  force  is  derived. 
J^a^lejf  1.  It  is  too  plain  for  argument,  that  these  Justices  had  no 
summary  jurifldiclion  to  convict,  and  consequently,  their  proceedings 
were  wholly  void. 
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1844.  The  objection  ti  the  form  of  the  conviction  is,  that  it  does  not  show 

rkoina      *^**  ^^®  penaltitiea  have  been  imposed  at  the  instance  of  the  party 
^'"  pointed  out  by  the  Legislature.     By  the  44 th  section,  the  penalities 

imposed  by  the  Act  are  to  be  recovered  "  at  the  instance  of  any 
'  Inspector  of  Distilleries,  or  any  superior  officer  of  the  Customs"  Now 
it  is  not  shown  by  the  record  of  conviction  at  whose  instance  the 
proceedings  were  had.  All  that  it  says  is,  that  the  defendant "  was 
duly  convicted  before  the  Justices  upon  an  information  in  that 
behalf  exhibited  before  them,*'  without  saying  at  whose  instance. 
It  is  true  that  in  awarding  a  distribution  of  the  shares  of  the  penalty, 
one  moiety  is  to  be  paid  to  the  Colonial  Treasurer  for  the  use  of 
Her  Majesty,  to  be  applied  to  the  public  use  of  the  Colony;  and 
the  other  moiety  "to  be  paid  to  Robert  Cassels,  the  person  having 
sued  for  the  said  penalty."  Who  Bohert  Cassels  is  does  not  appear : 
whether  he  be  an  Inspector  of  Distilleries,  or  a  superior  officer  of 
Customs,  or  a  common  informer,  is  left  uncertain.  Although  it  be 
a  rule  that  the  Court  can  intend  nothing  in  favour  of  a  conviction, 
and  will  intend  nothing  against  it — Bex  r.  Kazell  (4), — yet  all  the 
authorities  hold  that  the  record  of  conviction  must  distinctly  show 
that  the  justices  have  not  only  jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  but  tliat 
they  proceeded  on  competent  evidence.  It  is  clearly  settled,  and 
cannot  now  be  questioned,  that  the  informer  himself  cannot  be  a 
witness,  unless  made  so  expressly  by  the  Act,  wherever  he  is  entitled 
to  the  whole  or  any  share  of  the  penalty  on  conviction.  Here  tlie 
Act  says,  that  the  penalties  are  to  be  recovered  at  the  instance 
of  any  Inspector  of  Distilleries^  or  any  superior  ofBcer  of  the  Customs; 
and  by  the  50th  section  it  is  declared  that  such  persons  or  their 
assistants,  shall  be  deemed  competent  witnesses,  notwithstanding  they 
may  be  entitled  to  the  penalties.  No  authority  is  given  by  the  Act  to 
enforce  penalties  at  the  instance  of  a  common  informer,  and  non  eonsfatt 
but  these  penalties  were  imposed  at  the  instance  of  a  common  informer, 
and  that  the  conviction  was  founded  upon  his  evidence.  We  cannot 
come  to  the  conclusion  by  intendment  that  they  were  not  so  imposed. 
It  must  be  made  to  appear  on  the  conviction  that  they  were  not  so. 
We  think  the  conviction  ought  to  have  shown  that  the  Justices  were 
set  in  motion  at  the  instance  of  an  Inspector  of  Distilleries;  or  of  a 
superior  officer  of  the  Customs,  the  only  persons  pointed  out  as  the 
responsible  prosecutors  for  penalties  before  the  Justices ;  and  having 
failed  so  to  do,  the  conviction  is  defective  on  that  ground. 

The  remaining,  and  perhaps  the  more  serious,  objection  taken  is, 
that  supposing  any  Justice  of  the  Peace  to  have  a  summary  jurisdictioo 

(4)  13  East,  141. 
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to  conyict  nnder  the  Act,  and  that  the  formal  objection  ought  not  to        1844. 

prevail,  yet  these  gentlemen  had  no  jurisdiction  as  Urriforial  magis'  Reoina 

trates  of  New  South  WaleZy  to  convict  for  an  offence  alleged  to  have  ^^' 


been  committed  in  the  county  of  Cumberland, 

By  the  record  of  conviction,  the  magistrates  are  described  as  "  two 
of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of  the  Peace  in  and  for  the  said  colony,"  and 
the  offence  is  stated  to  have  been  committed  ''  at  a  certain  house  and 
premises  situate  near  the  City  of  Sydney,  in  the  parish  of  Alexandria, 
in  the  county  of  Cumberland  in  the  colony  aforesaid.'' 

It  is  now  sworn  that  the  names  of  these  Justices  are  included  in 
general  Commissions  of  the  Peace,  issued  by  His  Excellency  the 
Governor,  in  the  name  of  Her  Majesty,  prior  to  January,  1843,  to  act 
as  Justices,  either  alone,  or  in  conjunction  with  other  Justices,  assigned 
before  to  act  as  Justices  of  this  territory ;  but,  that  on  the  2nd  day  of 
January,  1843,  a  general  commission,  under  the  hand  of  Sir  George 
Oipps  and  the  seal  of  the  colony,  was  issued,  whereby  certain  gentle- 
men therein  named,  were  assigned,  by  Her  Majesty,  to  bo  Justices  for 
the  Cify  of  Sydney,  and  tlie  adjacent  county  of  Cumberland^  in  the  said 
colony;  and  that  the  names  of  neither  of  the  convicting  Justices 
appears  in  that  general  commission,  and  that  no  subsequent  commission 
has  issued  m  which  the  names  of  these  gentlemen  are  included  as 
Justices  for  the  county  of  Cumberland.  It  is  further  sworn,  that  this 
conviction  took  place  at  Parramatta,  which  is  within  the  county  of 
Cumberland. 

By  the  Sydney  Corporation  Act,  6  Victoria,  No.  3,  s.  64  (1842),  it 
is  enacted,  "  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Governor  of  New  South 
Wales  for  the  time  being,  or  person  administering  the  Government, 
from  time  to  time  to  assign  to  so  many  persons  as  he  shall  think  proper, 
the  Commission  of  the  Peace  to  act  as  Justices  of  the  Peace  in  and  for 
the  said  city,  as  well  as  for  the  adjoining  county,  or  for  any  more  or 
less  extensive  jurisdiction  which  the  said  Governor  may  deem  it  proper 
to  confer.  Provided  always,  that  the  persons  so  appointed  shall  be 
resident  within  the  city,  or  7  miles  thereof,  and  that  no  unpaid  magis- 
trate be  so  appointed  who  is  not  qualified  to  be  a  citizen  of  the  said 
dfj,  and  to  act  as  such  in  elections  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act." 

The  language  of  this  Act  would  import  that  a  power  is  given  to  the 
Governor  of  his  own  authority  and  in  his  own  name,  to  assign  com- 
missions of  the  peace  for  persons  to  act  as  Justices  for  the  city  of 
Sydney,  as  well  as  for  the  adjoining  county  of  Cumberland.  It 
appears,  however,  that  His  Excellency  has  not  exercised  the  power  so 
enacted ;  but  by  the  General  Commission  of  the  2nd  January,  1843, 


Dowling  C.J. 
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1944.        Her  Majeatj  has  assigned  certain  gentlemen  to  act  as  Justices  for  the 

Rbgina      ^^^  ^^  Sjdnej  and  adjacent  county  of  Comberland,  under  -wHcK  it  is 

^^*  sworn  by  certain  gentlemen  by  name  bare  acted  as  Justices  boA  in 

and  out  of  'sessions  in  tbe  city  of  Sydney. 
Dovding  C.  J. 

Tbe  substantial  objection  tben  to  tbe  jurisdiction  of  tbe  conTicting 
Justices  is,  tbat  tbe  General  Commission  of  the  2nd  of  January,  1843, 
for  tbe  city  and  county  of  Cumberland,  in  wbicb  tbeir  names  are  not 
indaded,  had  tbe  effect,  quoad  tbe  county  of  Cumberland,  of  costing 
tbeir  jurisdiction  over  offences  committed  within  tbat  part  of  tlie 
territory,  and  tbe  question  is,  whether,  in  law,  tbe  Commission  for  the 
city  and  county  had  not  the  effect  ipw  facto  for  superseding  pro  tanto 
*  the  General  Commission  under  wbicb  these  gentlemen  acted  as  terri- 
torial magistrates.  On  consideration,  we  are  constrained  to  bold,  thftt 
the  Commission  for  tbe  city  of  Sydney  and  tbe  adjoining  coonlyof 
Cumberland,  bad  the  effect  of  excluding  tbe  jurisdiction  of  these 
gentlemen  as  territorial  magistrates,  in  taking  cognisance  in  Cumber 
land  of  offences  committed  within  that  county.  It  is  true  that  tiie 
Commission  assigning  the  Justices  for  the  city  of  Sydney  and  couniy 
of  Cumberland  does  not  contain  any  ne  iniromiftant  clause,  and  there- 
fore it  was  contended,  from  analogy,  to  tbe  cause  of  ekartered  corpoiv 
tions,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  territorial  Justices  could  not  be 
ousted  without  eapre$8  words;  and  tbe  cases  of  Blanhley  v,  Wi^ 
ttanley  (5),  and  Bex  v.  Sainsbury  (6),  were  cited,  and  it  was  insisted 
tbat  at  all  events  tbe  territorial  Justices  had  a  concurrent  jurisdietion 
with  the  city  and  Cumberland  Justices ;  but  the  reasoning  referable  to 
the  construction  of  charters  does  not  hold,  when  applied  to  mere 
commission  issued  at  the  pleasure  of  tbe  Crown,  and  which  may  he 
determined,  at  the  will  of  the  Crown,  and  without  cause  assigned. 
There  is  this  obvious  distinction  between  county  magistrates  nominated 
directly  by  the  Crown  in  a  general  commission  of  the  peace,  and 
magistrates  of  chartered  towns,  that  when  the  Crown  issues  a  charter 
of  incorporation  ordaining  that  the  Mayor  and  Aldermen  elected  by 
the  inhabitants  shall  virtufe  officii  be  magistrates  of  tbe  town.  The 
inhabitants  have,  in  effect,  the  power  of  nominating  their  own  magis' 
trates,  and  if  there  be  nothing  in  tbe  charter  in  derogation  of  the 
rights  of  the  Crown,  or  it  contains  no  ne  intromittant  clause,  there  u 
nothing  to  prevent  the  Crown  from  issuing  a  commission  to  other 
magistrates  by  name,  including  the  town  within  their  general  jurisdic- 
tion. Here  the  local  and  tbe  territorial  Justices  derive  their  authority 
respectively  by  name  from  tbe  Sovereign, 

(5)  3  Dnm<  A;  E.  279.  (6)  4  Dam.  &  B.  456. 
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The  object  of  the  commission  for  the  City  of  Sjdnej  and  county  of        18i4. 
Cumberland  must,  if  it  meant  anything,  have  been  to  give  ezclusiTe      Regeta 
jurisdiction  to  the  local  justices  over  offences  committed  within  the       ^« 
prescribed  locality — else  why  should  such  a  commission  be  issued  ?  It 
could  not  have  been  intended  to  create  a  conflicting  jurisdiction,  and 
gi^  to  both  the  local  and  territorial  magistrates,  r^^eetively.  a  coa- 
current  jurisdiction  over  ofEences  committed  solely  within  the  local 
division  of  the  territory. 

It  is  a  genera]  rule,  that  all  commissions  issued  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
Crown,  unless  otherwise  expressed,  are  determioable  by  the  like 
expression  of  the  Boyal  will.  The  power  that  created  these  justices 
may  discharge  them  by  the  simple  issuing  of  a  new  commission,  having 
the  effect  of  superseding  their  authority.  That  part  of  the  commission 
under  which  these  gentlemen  acted,  which  would  cover  the  county  pf 
Cumberland,  as  part  of  the  territory  of  New  South,  before  the  local 
commission  was  issued,  ceased  to  be  operative  in  the  county  of 
Cumberland,  that  county  having  been  carved  out  of  the  territory  as  an 
exclusive  jurisdiction  for  local  offences.  The  General  Territorial 
Commission,  it  may  be  observed,  contains  no  such  power  as  is  contained 
in  Commission  of  the  Peace  in  England,  "  to  act  for  the  territory  as  well 
within  local  jurisdiction  as  without"  and  the  simple  point  is,  whether 
the  issuing  of  the  new  commission  for  the  local  purposes  of  the  City 
of  Sydney,  and  the  adjacent  county  of  Cumberland,  does  not  ipso  facto 
amount  to  a  repeal  of  so  much  of  the  Territorial  Commission  as  had 
theretofore  included  every  part  of  the  territory.  Even  if  there  were 
no  authority  for  holding  the  affirmative,  the  point  would  appear  to 
require  no  express  decision.  It  might  be  tested  by  principle,  and 
governed  by  the  incontrovertible  position,  that  the  issuing  of  a  new 
commission  for  the  Eame  purposes  or  object  by  the  same  authority  super- 
sedes any  previous  commission  for  the  like  purpose  or  object,  unless 
the  contrary  is  expressed  in  new  commission.  Mr.  Justice  Blachstone^ 
Com,^  Vol.  I,  p.  353,  observes  that  '^  as  the  office  of  these  Justices  is 
conferred  by  the  King,  so  it  subsists  only  during  his  pleasure," 
and  is  determinable  in  several  ways.  Among  others  enumerated  by 
the  learned  commentator  is,  "  By  a  new  commission,  which  virtually, 
though  silently,  discharges  all  the  former  Justices  that  are  not  included 
therein,  for  two  commissions  cannot  subsist  at  once."  This  very 
position  has  been  recognised  and  declared  as  incontrovertible  by  Far- 
Lament.  The  statute  2  and  3  Phillip  and  Mary,  c.  18,  after  reciting 
that  commissions  had  been  theretofore  directed  as  well  to  mayors  and 
other  inhabitants  of  corporate  towns,  not  being  counties  in  themselves, 
as  also  unto  other  persons  dwelling  out  of  the  towns  corporate,  for 


V. 

Mann. 
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1844.  keeping  the  peace  'within  the  same  towns,  and  for  delivering  the  gaok 
Regina  there ;  and  that  after  granting  such  commissions,  their  Majesties  had 
granted  divers  other  like  commissions  unto  certain  worshipful  and  other 
learned  men  of  the  shires,  &c.,  for  the  conservation  of  the  peace,  and 
'  also  delivering  the  gaols  of  their  shires,  <&c.,  and  which  commissions 
so  bearing  a  later  daj  have  been  a  supersedeas  and  clear  discharge  unto 
all  and  singular,  the  said  former  commissions  granted  unto  the  said 
towns  corporate,  so  that  the  major,  &c.,  had  been  charged  to  sue  for 
the  renewing  again  of  such  commission,  both  for  the  peace  and  gaol 
deliverj,  to  the  great  expense  of  the  said  mayor,  &c.,  and  to  the  great 
delay  of  justice  in  the  meantime — ^proceeds  to  enact — that  a  commiB- 
sion  of  the  peace  and  gaol  delivery  for  a  shire,  &c.,  shall  not  be  a 
supersedeas  to  a  former  commission  granted  to  a  city  or  town  corporate, 
not  being  a  county  of  itself."  This  is  clearly  a  legislative  affirmation 
of  the  principle  on  which  we  are  compelled  to  act  in  determining  that 
the  territorial  Justices  had  in  Cumberland  no  jurisdiction ;  although 
here  the  converse  of  the  principle  so  recognised  comes  into  operation. 

We  are  bound  to  hold  from  the  fact  of  a  new  commission  being 
issued  by  Her  Majesty  for  the  City  of  Sydney  and  county  of  Cumber- 
land, that  it  was  thereby  intended  to  supersede  so  much  of  the  terri- 
torial commission  as  previously  included  Cumberland  as  a  portion  of 
the  territory.  "We  must  collect  this  to  be  the  intention  from  the 
language  of  the  commission.  If  a  commission,  for  instance,  issues  in 
1841,  and  a  new  one  issues  in  184*2,  omitting  names  which  were  con- 
tained in  the  first,  it  must  be  taken  to  be  a  clear,  though  silent 
intimation  that  the  persons  omitted  are  no  longer  magistrates.  By 
the  same  rule  of  construction,  we  apprehend  it  must  be  held  that 
when  Her  Majesty,  in  1843,  issued  a  general  commission,  and  thereby 
authorised  other  persons  not  being  territorial  Justices,  to  act  in  and 
for  a  limited  portion  of  the  territory,  it  was  intended  to  supersede  /)ra 
ianto  the  jurisdiction  of  the  territorial  justices  by  the  local  general 
commission.  If  the  conclusion  be  right,  that  the  issuing  of  a  new 
commission  for  the  whole  territory  absolutely  supersedes  an  old  one, 
it  follows,  from  parity  of  reasoning,  that  a  new  commission  for  a  portion 
of  the  territory  to  other  magistrates,  not  being  territorial  magistrates, 
must  be  taken  as  an  intended  determination  of  the  authority  of  terri- 
torial Justices  to  act  within  the  limited  jurisdiction. 

On  all  the  grounds  taken  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  most 
be  quashed. 

Conviction  quashtd. 
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Ex  jHirte  PEARCE.  (1)  jg^ 


Information  by  common  informer — Recovery  of  penalty — Ko  power  to  sue  given  by       Feb.  16. 

Act— 2  Vic.  Xo.  18,  8ec8.  74  and  80.  DowUng  C.J. 

Burton  J. 

Where  a  statute  gives  a  penalty  to  a  particular  party,  it  must  be  construed  to  *J^ 

give  him  a  right  to  sue  for  it,  although  no  such  right  is  given  in  express  terms,  fpnen  J. 

Fleming  q.  L  v.  Bailey  (2)  is  not  an  authority  against  this  proposition ;  the 
observations  there  made  to  the  contrary  effect  are  but  obiter  dicta. 

Mandamus. 

In  this  case  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  calling  upon  Charles  Windeyer 
and  Thomas  Broughton^  Esquires,  two  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of  the 
Peace  for  the  City  of  Sydney,  to  show  cause  why  they  had  refused  to 
adjudicate  in  an  information  preferred  by  Mr.  FearcCy  one  of  the  oflScers 
of  the  City  Police,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Publicans*  Licensing 
Act,  2  Vic.  No.  18. 

The  Justices  had  refused  to  proceed  with  the  case,  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  of  opinion  that  a  common  informer  was  not  authorised 
to  exhibit  such  an  information. 

Michie,  for  the  applicant,  moved  to  make  the  rule  absolute. 

Windeyer,  for  the  magistrates,  showed  cause. 

The  Act  gives  no  power  to  sue.     Fleming  q.  t,  v.  Bailey  (2) 

Michie  J  in  reply.     Beilby  v.  Scott  (3) 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

On  April  15  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice  :  During  the  last  term  the  Court  granted  a  rule  ^,^,7  15^ 
nisi  for  a  mandamus  to  be  directed  to  Charles  Windeyer  and  Thomas 
Brotighton,  Esquires,  two  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of  the  Peace,  in  and 
for  the  city  of  Sydney  and  county  of  Cumberland,  commanding  them 
to  hear  and  determine,  at  the  instance  of  a  common  iriformery  an  infor- 
mation against  one  Thomas  Stone,  for  selling  spirituous  liquor  without 
being  duly  licensed,  contrary  to  the  local  Ordinance,  2  Vic.  Wo.  18. 
The  Justices  had  refused  to  proceed  with  the  case  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  of  opinion  that  a  common  informer  was  not  authorised  to 
exhibit  such  an  information.      The  application  was  stated  to  have  been 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Feb.  17,  April  17,  1844. 
(2)  5,  East,  315.  (3)  7,  M.  and  W.,  93. 
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1844.        made^  not  in  a  hostile  spirit,  but  rather  with  the  concarrence  of  the 
Ex  parte     Justices,  who  were  anxious  to  have  the  question  determined  by  the 
Pearce.      adjudication  of  this  Court.      On  showing  cause  against  the  rule  nwt,  it 
Doiding  C.J.  was  contended  that  as  the  local  Ordinance,  2  Vic.  No.   18,  did  not  in 
express  terms,  give  the  right  to  a  common  informer  to  sue  for  the  penal- 
ties incurred  by  the  Act,  the  Justices  hfld  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  an  information  at  the  instance  of  a  common  informer. 

The  question  arose  upon  the  ocmstruction  of  the  80th  section  of  tbe 
Act,  bj  which  it  is  enacted,  ^'  That  one  moiety  of  all  fines  and  penalties 
paid  and  received  by  virtue  of  this  Act,  shall  go  to  the  use  of  the  party 
or  parties  informing,  and  suing  for  ike  same,  and  after  payment  and 
deduction  thereof,  all  other  sums  of  money,  collected,  levied,  or  received, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  this  Act,  shall  be  paid  into  the  hands  of  the 
Colonial  Treasurer,  aud  be  appropriated  to  the  use  of  Her  Majesty,  ber 
heirs,  and  successors,  for  the  public  usee  of  the  said  colony,  and  Uie  sap- 
port  of  the  Government  thereof." 

« 

This  is  the  only  clause  in  the  Act  bearing  upon  the  point  raised,  ex- 
cept the  74th  section,  which  enacts,  that  all  offences  against  the  Act 
shall  be  heard  and  determined  in  a  summary  way,  according  to  the  law 
in  force  for  the  time  being,  regulating  summary  proceedings  before 
Justices  of  the  Peace,  "  except  only  where  some  other  special  course  oj 
proceeding  may  he  directed  by  this  Act.*'  On  referring  to  the  Summary 
Jurisdiction  Regulating  Act,  5  William  lY,  No.  22,  we  do  not  find  any 
express  provision  authorising  common  informers  to  sue  for  penalties. 
It  contains  a  general  clause  (s.  6,)  enacting  the  manner  in  which  penalties 
imposed  shall  be  distributed ;  but  does  not,  except  by  impliccUion,  point 
out  that  a  common  informer  may  sue  for  them.  That  section  will  not 
therefore  aid  the  construction  of  the  special  course  of  proceeding  directed 
by  the  2nd  Victoria,  No.  18,  section  80,  which  we  are  now  called  upon 
to  interpret.  The  question  is,  whether  we  are  bound  by  necessary  **»■ 
plication  and  intendment  to  hold,  that  inasmuch  as  the  80th  section 
says,  tliat  one  moiety  of  all  fines  and  penalties  j^id  and  received  (that 
is  w?ien  paid  and  received,)  shall  go  to  the  use  of  the  party  in/ornnng 

• 

and  suing /or  the  same,  it  is  a  common  informer  who  may  sue ;  or  in 
other  words, — ^inasmuch  as  a  common  informer  has  a  right  to  receive 
the  moiety  of  the  penalties  when  paid ;  he  has  equal  right  to  set  the 
Justices  in  motion  and  demand  the  infliction  of  the  penalties. 

The  case  of  Fleming,  q,  t.  v.  Bailey  (4),  (and  which  appears  to  have 
influenced  the  Justices  below  in  refusing  to  entertain  the  information; 

(4)  5  East,  313. 
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-was  cited  as  an  express  authority  for  holding  that  a  common  informer        1844. 
cannot  sue  for,  though  he  may  receive  a  moiety  of  the  penalty  when  paid,     Expartt 
under  the  local  Act.  Pkaeck. 

In  the  case  referred  to,  a  common  informer  brought  a  qui  torn  action,  ^^^*^  ^•*^* 
for  three  several  penalties  of  £20  each,  for  a  violation  of  the  Printer's 
Act,  39  Qeo.  Ill,  c.  79.  By  the  d5th  section  of  that  Act,  any  penalty 
exceeding  £20,  may  be  sued  for  by  any  person,  in  any  Court  of  Record 
at  Westminster,  and  any  penalty  not  exceeding  £20,  should  and  might 
be  recovered  before  any  Justice  of  the  Peace.  The  plaintiff  in  that  case 
sought  by  cumulative  penalties  of  £20  each,  to  bring  the  case  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  King's  Bench  ;  but  the  Court  held,  that  as  the 
statue  only  gave  a  common  informer  a  right  to  sue  in  a  Court  of 
Record,  when  the  penalty  exceeded  £20,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Eling's 
Bench  was  ousted,  and  the  plaintiff  by  seeking  to  recover  cumulative 
penalties,^  did  not  come  within  the  privilege  of  suing  in  a  Court  of 
Record.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  endeavoured  to  maintain  that  the  juris- 
diction of  the  King's  Bench  was  not  ousted ;  whereupon  Latorence,  J., 
said,  "a  common  informer  cannot  sue  at  common  law;  therefore  you 
must  show  some  clause  in  the  Act  giving  him  a  power  to  sue  in  this 
particular  case."  The  counsel  then  referred  to  the  36th  section  which 
enacts,  ^'That  all  pecuniary  penalties  imposed  by  this  Act,  when 
recovered  either  by  action  in  any  Court,  or  in  a  summary  way  before 
any  justices,  shall  be  applied,  one  moiety  to  the  plaintiff  in  any  such 
action,  or  the  informer  he/ore  any  justice,  the  other  moiety  to  the  King." 
Upon  this  Lawrence,  J.,  observed,  "  That  only  applies  to  the  penalty 
token  recovered,  but  does  not  give  the  informer  the  original  power  to  sue 
Jor  it";  and  Lord  Ellenborough  said  in  giving  judgment,  "A  common 
informer  can  have  no  right  to  sue  for  any  penalty  but  where  potver 
is  given  to  him  for  that  purpose  hy  the  statute" 

If  the  case  cited  had  turned  upon  the  question,  whether  the  informer 
could  sue  before  justices  for  penalties  not  exceeding  £20,  and  the  Court 
had  held  in  the  negative  we  might  have  felt  ourselves  bound  by  the 
decision ;  but  the  only  point  in  judgment  was,  whether,  as  the  informer 
sought  to  recover  cumulative  penalties  of  £20  each,  he  had  a  right  to 
recover  in  a  Court  of  Record ;  and  the  Court  held  that  he  had  not, 
because  the  power  of  so  suing  was  not  expressly  given.  The  observation 
thrown  out  by  Lord  Ellenhorouyh,  C.J.  and  Lavjrence,  J.,  were  with 
reference  to  that  point  only,  and  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  decision  on  a 
point  not  before  the  Court,  and  which  it  was  unnecessary  to  determine. 
At  the  utmost,  supposing  what  was  thus  thrown  out  by  the  Judges 
would  be  applicable  to  the  question  raised  in  this  case,  they  were 
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^^  incidental  observations,  and  must  be  regarded  as  obiter  dicta.     We 

Ex  parte     have  been  unable  to  find  any  case  in  which  Fleming  v.  Bailey  has  been 

FJ£ARC£ 

recognized  as  an  authority  for  anything  more  than  what  the  Court 
ow  imj  .  .  ^YiQXi  decided,  namely,  that  suing  for  cumulative  penalties  of  j£20  did 
not  give  the  informer  the  power  of  suing  in  a  superior  Court  of  Record. 
We  cannot  therefore  extend  that  case  beyond  what  the  Court  plainly 
intended.  In  the  modern  case,  Beilhy  v.  Scott  (5),  which  was  a  qui  tarn 
action  for  penalties  under  the  70th  section  of  the  Pilot  Act,  6  Gea  IV, 
c.  125,  one  of  the  questions  raised,  was  whether,  under  the  83rd  section, 
the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  maintain  the  action  as  a  common  informer. 
By  that  section,  "  one  third  of  all  fines  or  penalties  to  be  levied,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  Act,  shall  go  to  the  person  who  shall  inform  or  sue  for  the 
same,"  <fec.,  and  the  Court  intimated  a  clear  opinion,  that  the  action  was 
properly  brought  by  a  common  informer  ;  although  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  in  the  defendant's  favour  turned  upon  the  substantial  question 
arising  on  the  construction  of  the  Pilot  Act.  In  that  case,  Fleming  v. 
Bailey  was  not  even  alluded  to ;  and  it  is  scarcely  to  be  believed  that 
it  would  have  escaped  the  research  of  the  counsel,  or  of  the  Court,  if  it 
could  be  deemed  an  authority  for  holding  that  the  common  informer 
oould  not  sue  because  the  right  of  suing  was  not  given  in  express  terms. 
There  being  no  authority  to  support  the  very  strict  interpretation  of  the 
local  Act  contended  for,  we  must  resort  to  the  received  principle  (which 
has  been  acted  upon  in  innumerable  instances),  that  where  a  statute 
gives  the  penalty  to  a  particular  party,  it  must  be  construed  to  give 
him  a  right  to  sue  for  it.  In  Hawk,  P.C.,  lib.  2,  c.  25,  s.  17,  it  is  thus 
laid  down  :  "  Where  a  statut-e  gives  any  part  of  a  penalty  to  him  who 
will  sue  for  it,  by  action  or  information,  <fec.,  I  take  it  to  be  settled,  at 
this  day,  that  any  one  may  bring  such  action  or  information,  and  lay 
his  demand  tarn  2}ro  domino  rege  quam  pro  seijyso.^^  In  this  case,  the 
local  Act  says  "  that  one  moiety  of  all  fines  and  penalties  paid  flw» 
received  by  virtue  of  this  Act,  shall  go  to  the  uses  of  the  party  or  parties 
informing^  or  sicitig  for  the  same,  &c"  Now  it  appears  to  us,  that  by 
the  plain  intendment,  and  necessaiy  construction  of  this  clause,  the 
Legislature  gave  to  the  party  entitled  to  receive^  the  right  to  demand 
his  portion  of  the  penalty.  The  rule  must  therefore  be  made  absolute 
for  the  mandamus. 

Rule  absolute. 


(5)  7  M.  &  W.  93. 


J 
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Ex  parte  DEEDO.  (1)  1844. 


^  JET  t      1  « 

Mandamus — Adjudication  by  Magistrate  or  dismissal — Effect  of  adoption  ofEngUsk  * 

statute  expressly  declared  not  to  apply  to  a  colony  having  a  Legislative  Assembly  Dowling  C.J. 
—7  Vic  No,  21—5  and  6  WUl  IV,  e.  Id—JIoitse  of  Assembly  and  Legislative     Eurton  J. 
Assembly,  „  *?d 


Stephen  J 


Sir  James  Graham's  Act,  5  and  6  Will.  IV,  c.  19,  by  sec.  54,  ''shall  not  intend 
or  apply  to  any  ship  registered  in  or  belonging  to  any  British  colony  having  a 
Legislative  Assembly,  or  to  the  crew  of  sach  ship,  while  such  ship  shall  be  within 
the  precincts  of  such  colony,  &c" 

This  statnte  was  undoubtedly  in  force  in  New  South  Wales  until  5  and  6  Will, 
IV,  c  76,  which  established  a  Legislative  Council. 

Held,  that  this  Legislative  Council  was  a  Legislative  Assembly  within  the 
meaning  of  Sir  James  Graham's  Act. 

By  the  local  Act,  7  Vic.  No.  21,  after  reciting  (sec.  17)  that  "  it  is  expedient  to 
remove  doubts  as  to  whether  the  statute  5  and  6  Will.  IV,  c.  19,  be  now  in  force 
in  tho  colony  of  New  SoiUh  WaUs  ";  it  is  in  the  gross  "  Declared  and  enacted  that 
that  Act  is  and  shall  be  in  force  and  operation  in  this  Colony,** 

Held,  that  Sir  James  Graham's  Act  did  not  become  inoperative,  ipso  facto, 
because  of  the  change  in  the  Colonial  Legislature. 

Held,  also,  that  the  17th  sec.  of  the  local  Act  was  simply  inoperative,  but  that 
the  adoption  of  parts  of  the  English  Act,  which  were  clearly  inapplicable  here, 
was  not  to  be  regarded  as  suicidal,  and  that  an  intention  may  be  inferred  that 
that  statute  should  be  recognized,  so  far  as  it  couli  be  applied  to  the  law  of  the 
Colony. 

The  dismissal  of  a  case  by  a  magistrate,  upon  a  declared  opinion  that  he  has  no 
power  to  adjudicate,  cannot  be  looked  upon  as  an  adjudication. 

In  this  case  a  rule  nisi  for  a  mandamus  had  been  obtained  calling  upon 
JL  Macdermotty  Esquire,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of  the  Peace  for 
the  City  of  Sydney,  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  ordered  to 
adjudicate  in  a  certain  information  under  the  Water  Police  Act,  7  Vic, 
No.  21,  which  had  been  dismissed  by  him  under  an  impression  that  the 
54th  clause  of  Sir  James  Graham's  Act,  5  and  6  Will.  IV,  c  19, 
precluded  him  from  adjudicating. 

Windeyer  produced  an  affidavit  from  the  Magistrate  stating  the  case 
hai  been  dismissed,  and  submitted  that  the  proper  course  for  the 
applicant  was  to  commence  proceedings  afresh,  and  take  out  a  mandamus 
on  the  Magistrate  refusing  to  go  into  the  matter. 

(1)  Tht  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Feb.  16  and  17,  April  17,  1844. 
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1844.  The  Court  held  that  the  dismissal  of  a  case,  upon  a  declared  opinion 

Ex  parte     ^^*'  *^®  magistrate  possessed  no  power  to  adjudicate,  could  not  be  looked 
Deedo.      upon  as  an  adjudication,  and  that  the  argument  must  be  proceeded 
DoxclmgCJ,   with. 

Argument  having  been  heard,  Feb.  17,  the  Court  reserved  judgment. 
AprU  15.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice  :  On  the  last  day  of  last  term,  cause  was  shown 
against  a  rule  nisi  for  a  mandamus,  to  be  directed  to  Henry  Mac- 
dermott,  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of  the  Peace,  in  and  for 
the  City  of  Sydney ;  commanding  him  to  hear  and  determine  a  summons 
exhibited  by  Deedo,  late  a  seaman  on  board  the  ship  Strathisla,  tpM> 
the  owners  of  that  vessel,  for  the  recovery  of  wages  claimed  to  be  dae 
to  him,  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  £20.  The  Justice  refused  to  adjudi- 
cate, on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction. 

The  StrathitHa  was  a  colonial  registered  vessel,  of  387  tons,  and  owned 
by  resident  merchants  in  Sydney.  The  applicant  had  hired  himself  to 
serve  as  a  seaman  on  board  the  vessel  from  Batavia  to  any  port  or 
ports  in  the  Indian  Islands,  and  to  the  port  of  Sydney,  there  to  be  dis- 
charged. The  vessel  having  returned  to  her  home  port  and  been 
discharged,  Deedo  summoned  the  owners  for  his  wages,  under  the  Act 
5  and  6  Will  IV,  c  19,  s.  15,  which  gives  jurisdiction  to  decide  on 
claims  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  £20  for  seamen's  wages,  to  any  Justin 
in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  residing  near  to  tlie  place  where 
the  ship  shall  have  ended  her  voyage,  cleared  at  the  Custom  House,  or 
discharged  her  cargo,  or  near  to  the  place  where  the  master  or  owner, 
upon  whom  respectively  the  claim  is  made,  shall  be  or  reside.  By  the 
54th  section  of  the  same  Act,  it  is  enacted  that  that  Act  "  shall  not 
extend  or  apply  to  any  ship  registered  in  or  belonging  to  any  iW«» 
colony  having  a  Legislative  Assembly,  or  to  the  crew  of  any  such  ship, 
while  such  ship  shall  be  within  the  precincts  of  such  colony,  anything 
hereinbefore  contained  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

By  the  local  Act  of  the  Governor  and  Legislative  Council,  7th  Vic- 
toria, No.  21,  entitled,  **An  Act  to  amend  an  Act,  eniided  an  Adj<^ 
ike  further  and  better  regulation  and  government  of  seamen  uMi^  ^ 
Colony  of  New  South  Wales  and  its  dependencies,  and  for  the  estahlij^ 
ment  of  a  Water  Police,"  "and  further  to  amend  the  law  relating  to  the 
government  of  seamen  in  the  merchant  service,"  which  was  passed  on 
the  23rd  December,  1843,  after  reciting  by  the  17th  section,  that  iti 
is  expedient  to  remove  doubts  as  to  whether  the  statute  5  and  6  William 
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IV,  C.  19,  be  now  in  foroe  in  the  colony  of  New  SavAh  Wales" ;  it  ia        J844. 
in  the  gross  "Declared  and  enacted  tiuU  that  Act  is  and  shall  be  in  force     Ex  parte 
and  openUion  in  this  colony,"     Notwithstanding  this  declaratory  enact-      I>kki>o. 
ment  of  the  local  Legislature,  the  Justice  below  refused  to  sAjudicsLie  fowling  C, J, 
on  the  claim,  being  of  opinion  that  the  54th  section  of  the  recited  Act 
deprived  him  of  all  power  of  adjudication. 

It  could  not  be  disputed  but  for  the  54th  section  of  the  English 
statute,  which  is  popularly  called  Sir  James  Graham's  Act,  the  Justice 
below  would  have  had  jurisdiction  to  adjudicate  upon  this  seaman's 
claim,  that  section,  however,  having  expressly  enacted  that  the  statute 
shall  not  apply  to  any  ship  registered  in  or  belonging  to  any  British 
colony  ''having  a  Legislative  Assembly"  one  question  presented  for  our 
determination  was,  whether  for  the  purposes  of  that  enactment  the  Legis- 
lature of  this,  as  a  British  colony,  must  not  now  be  held  to  be  a  Legis- 
lative Assembly  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  Parliament,  and 
consequently  that  the  Justice  below  had  no  jurisdiction. 

Until  the  passing  of  the  Statute  5  and  6  Yic,  c.  76,  establishing  the 
present  Legislative  Council,  composed  as  it  is  of  twelve  nominees  of  the 
Crown,  and  twenty-four  elected  representatives,  this  colony  could  not 
be  said  to  possess  a  Legislative  Assembly,  according  to  the  constitu* 
tional  meaning  of  that  description  of  legislative  body.  It  is  to  be 
observed  that  the  54th  section  of  the  Act  does  not  say  "  having  a 
House  of  Assembly"  but  'Miaviog  a  Legislative  Assembly."  The 
former  has  a  definite  meaning,  as  a  body  of  popular  representativeis, 
analogous  to  the  House  of  Commons,  distinct  from  Councillors  ap- 
pointed by  the  Crown.  By  the  new  legislative  constitution  for  this 
colony,  the  distinct  elements,  which  form  the  legislatures  of  other 
colonies,  are  amalgamated  into  one  body,  for  the  same  common  purpose 
of  ordaining  laws  for  the  welfare  and  good  government  of  the  people. 
In  common  parlance,  as  well  as  for  all  practical  purposes,  when  their 
elements  are  congregated  together,  they  form  a  Legislative  Assembly, 
In  name,  it  is  true,  they  are  called  a  Legislative  Council ;  but  in  sub- 
stance and  fact  they  are  a  Legislative  Assembly.  By  5  and  6  Yic, 
c.  76,  did  Parliament  mean  to  confer  something  more  of  political  power 
on  the  people  of  this  colony  for  the  purpose  of  local  legislation,  that 
was  imparted  by  the  statute  9  Geo.  IV,  c  83  ?  If  it  did,  what  was 
the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  concession  ?  The  22nd  section  of  that 
Act,  acknowledging  the  necessity  of  devolving  upon  persons  resident  in 
the  colony,  the  power,  under  proper  restrictions,  of  making  laws  and 
ordinaooes  for  the  welfare  and  good  government  of  the  colony,  recited, 
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1844.         '^And  whereas  it  is  not  at  present  expedient  to  call  a  Legislative  Assembly 
Ex  parte      ^^  either  of  the  said  colonies," — and  proceeds  to  constitute  a  Council  of 
Deedo.      nominees  of  the  Crown,  not  exceeding  fifteen,  nor  less  than  ten.    If  it 
Doiding  C.J.  was  inexpedient  then  to  call  a  Legislative  Assembly,  what  has  Parlia- 
ment now  done  by  the  statute  5  and  6  Victoria,  c.  76  1    It  has  in  fact, 
called  together  twenty-four  elective  representatives  of  the  people,  and 
has  associated  with  them  twelve  nominees  of  the  Crown,  who,  but  for 
this  arrangement,  would  have  been  a  separate  body  as  a  Council,  in 
like  manner  with  some  other  colonies.     In  name,  they  are  properly 
called,  when  assembled  together,  a  Legislative  Council ;  but  in  fact, 
they  are  a  Legislative  Assembly.     The  establishment  of  a  Legislative 
Council  so  constituted  appears  to  us  to  satisfy  the  meaning  of  the  54th 
section  of  Sir  James  Graham's  Act,  when  it  speaks  of  a  LegisUUirs 

m 

Assembly,  that  is,  an  Assembly  in  which  popular  representatives  arc 
collected,  armed  with  full  powers  of  local  legislation.  If  the  Act  had 
said,  "  having  a  House  of  Assembly,"  there  might  have  been  a  difficulty 
in  holding  that  our  present  Council,  with  its  conjoined  elements, 
answered  the  meaning  of  the  Parliament  It  must  be  taken,  that  the 
Act  contemplated  colonies  which  had  not  within  themselves  powera  of 
legislation  with  popular  elements,  adequate  to  the  satisfactory  enact- 
ment of  local  laws  for  the  welfare  and  government  of  Her  Majesty  s 
subjects.  This  view  of  the  question  seems  to  be  somewhat  fortified  by 
bearing  in  mind  the  date  of  Sir  James  Graham's  Act^  and  the  date  of 
that  for  the  government  of  New  South  Wales.  The  former  was  pa3sed 
on  30th  July,  1835  ;  and  the  latter  on  the  30th  July,  1842,  and  Parlia- 
ment may  be  fairly  supposed  to  have  in  view,  that  the  constitution  of 
the  new  Legislature  for  New  South  Wales,  would  except  the  colony 
out  of  the  operation  of  the  Seaman's  Act.  Taking,  therefore,  that  the 
Legislative  Council  of  this  colony  may  be  regarded  as  synonomous  with 
a  Legislative  Assembly y  with  power  to  adopt  or  reject  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment which  are  in  force  in  other  parts  of  the  British  Empire;  the 
second  diflficulty  which  arises  in  this  case,  is,  as  to  the  mode  in  which 
the  power  has  been  exercised.  The  Local  Act,  7  Yic,  No.  21,  sect.  l<i 
has,  without  discriminating  what  parts  of  Sir  James  Graham's  Acts  are, 
and  what  are  not,  applicable  to  the  colony,  has  in  the  gross  declared  and 
enacted  that  the  whole  Act  shall  be  in  full  force  and  operation  in  the 
Colony.  Now,  there  are  several  clauses  which  are  wholly  inapplicaW^ 
to  the  Colony,  such  as  those  which  relate  to  parish  boys,  parish  appren- 
tices, contributions  towards  hospitals,  and  others. 

Notwithstanding,  however,  this  seeming  incongruity,  and  taking  it  to 
be  clear  that  the  present  Legislature  of  the  Colony  may  be  regarded  as  a 
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Legislative  AesevMy  within  the  meauing  of  Sir  James  Graham's  Act,         1844. 


still  the  question  is,  whether  that  Act  was  not  in  operation,  either  by  Ex  parte, 
its  own  force,  or  by  force  of  the  Local  Act,  7  Victoria  21.  It  is  clear  I>e"i>o. 
that  up  to  the  institution  of  the  present  Legislative  Body,  Sir  James  Voiding  C.J, 
Graham's  Act  was  in  force  here,  even  with  respect  to  colonial  vessels, 
inasmuch  as  this  Colony  in  1835  (when  the  Act  was  passed)  was 
not  a  colony  previously  to  that  time  "  having  a  Legislative  Assembly." 
Taking  it  then  that  the  present  Colonial  Legislature  is  a  Legislative 
Assembly  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  still  if  Sir  James  Graham's 
Act  was  in  force  at  the  moment  the  new  local  Legislative  was  instituted, 
surely  it  did  not  become  the  less  in  force  by  the  mere  change  in  the 
Legislative  Constitution  of  the  Colony.  Having  once  commenced  its 
operation  in  the  Colony,  it  could  not  ipso  facto  cease  to  operate,  because 
of  the  change  in  the  Colonial  Legislature.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Act 
showing  that  it  was  thus  to  fluctuate  and  shift  in  its  applications. 
The  words  are  "having"  (that  is  then,  in  1835)  "a  Legislative 
Assembly,"  and  not  '^  which  shall  have,"  and  enacting  ''  that  thereupon 
the  Act  as  to  such  Colony  should  cease." 

In  this  view  of  the  case  presented  to  us,  it  is  unnecessary  to  give  any 
opinion  as  to  the  force  or  effect  of  the  Local  Act^  7  Vic.  No.  21,  sea  17. 
There  may  have  been  doubts  entertained  as  to  the  applicability  of  Sir 
James  Graham's  Act  in  the  Colony,  and  the  local  Legislature  may  have 
felt  it  necessary  to  enact  the  15th  section,  which  is  little  more  than 
transcript  of  the  6th  section  of  Sir  James  Graham's  Act.  It  appears  to 
us  that  the  17th  section  of  the  local  Act  may  be  simply  regarded  as 
inoperative,  but  that  at  all  events,  whatever  difficulties  there  may  be  in 
the  case,  with  respect  to  portions  of  Sir  James  Graham's  Act,  which  are 
clearly  inapplicable  to  the  Colony,  we  cannot  regard  it  as  ''suicidal,"  but 
the  intention  may  be  inferred  to  have  been,  to  recognise  that  statute,  so 
far  as  it  cotdd  he  applied  as  the  law  of  the  Colony.  There  is  not  much 
weight  to  be  attached  to  the  supposed  difficulty  that  the  54th  section 
was  also  adopted.  There  is  no  doubt  that  there  were  clearer  and  better 
ways  of  effectuating  the  intention  of  the  local  Legislature ;  but  that 
intention,  we  may  conclude,  was  to  adopt  all  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
preceding  that  section  :  for  if  this  be  not  its  meaning,  the  17th  section 
has  none  at  alL 

On  the  whole  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  mandamus  ought  to  go. 

Rule  absolute. 
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ARNOLD  r.  JOHNSTON.  (I) 

Action  agahist  magUtratt — 24  Oco,  II ^  c,  44 — Notice — Variance — AUegaUon  of 

malice. 

In  an  action  against  a  magistrate  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment,  under  24 
Geo.  II,  c.  44,  from  the  general  tenor  of  a  notice  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant,  in  which  the  word  "maliciously  "  was  used  in  describing  the  natare  of 
the  injury,  it  could  only  be  inferred  that  an  action  upon  the  case  was  contem- 
plated. Instead  of  this,  the  proceeding  ultimately  adopted  was  an  action  for 
trespass.     HM,  that  the  variance  was  f  ataL 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  or  to  enter  a  non-snit.  This  iras  an  action  for 
assault  and  false  imprisonment  against  a  magistrate,  in  which  a  verdict 
had  been  given  by  the  jury  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £150. 

This  application  was  based  on  several  grounds,  of  which  one  onlj, 
viz.,  variance,  was  dealt  with. 

Windeyer  and  Loioe  for  the  defendant. 

Broadhursty  in  support  of  the  verdict. 

The  Chief  Justice  said,  that  the  Court  was  bound  to  expound  the 
law  as  it  stood,  without  entering  into  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  he 
must  hold  therefore  that  a  fatal  variance  existed  between  the  notice  of 
action  which  had  been  proved,  and  the  notice  of  action  which  was  after- 
wards commenced.  The  Act  24  Geo,  II,  c.  44,  under  which  such  notice 
was  rendered  necessary  in  all  actions  of  this  description,  was  passed  with 
a  view  to  the  special  protection  of  magistrates,  so  that  by  having  a 
month's  notice  of  any  action  about  to  be  commenced  against  him,  pro- 
bably for  a  mere  error  of  judgment  in  the  performance  of  his  magisterial 
functions,  he  might  have  time  afforded  him  to  offer  reparation  for  the 
injury  he  might  have  inflicted.  By  this  Act  two  things  were  rendered 
essentially  necessary  in  the  notice, — first,  that  it  should  state  the  nature 
of  the  process  intended  to  be  sued  out ;  and,  secondly,  that  it  shoola 
equally  designate  the  kind  of  action  intended  to  be  brought.  In  the 
first  particular,  the  notice  was  no  doubt  a  good  one,  but  in  the  last  it 
was  unquestionably  defective,  for  by  the  use  of  the  word  "  maliciously, 
in  describing  the  nature  of  the  injury  on  which  the  complaint  of  the 
plaintiff  was  grounded,  and  by  the  general  tenor  of  the  notice,  it  was 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald  AprU  19,  1844. 
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only  to  be  inferred  that  an  action  upon  the  case  was  contemplated. 
Instead  of  which  the  proceeding  ultimately  adopted  was  an  action  of 
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Burton,  J.,  was  of  the  same  opinion,  and  could  only  account  for  the 
notice  being  drawn  up  in  those  terms,  by  supposing  that  afc  the  time  it 
was  served  upon  the  defendant  it  was  contemplated  to  bring  an  action 
on  the  case,  although  upon  afterwards  discovering  the  existence  of  an 
error  in  the  magistrate's  warrant,  it  was  determined  to  commence  an 
action  for  trespass.  Looking,  however,  at  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  the 
manner  in  which  the  defendant  and  constable  were  proved  to  have 
acted,  it  was  rather  to  be  regretted  that  the  Court  felt  itself  compelled, 
upon  legal  grounds,  to  decide  as  it  did,  for  the  conduct  of  Major  John- 
ston in  allowing  the  plaintiff  to  remain  twelve  hoars  in  the  lock-up, 
before  he  went  into  the  examination,  and  his  subsequent  refusal  to  give 
bail,  or  to  send  to  a  second  magistrate  for  that  purpose,  was  to  say  the 
least  of  it,  very  improper.  It  was  not  because  a  prisoner  was  brought 
in  a  little  while  after  the  usual  hour  for  Bench  business  that  he  was  to 
be  detained  in  custody  without  a  hearing  until  the  business-hour  next 
day,  and  he  hoped  to  see  the  very  wholesome  practice  of  the  English 
Magistracy,  who  disposed  of  cases  with  as  little  delay  as  possible  as  they 
were  brought  in,  adopted  in  the  colony  more  generally.  The  conduct 
of  the  constable,  who  thought  fit  upon  his  own  responsibility  to  put 
handcuffs  upon  the  defendant,  was  unjustifiable  in  the  extreme,  and  a 
person  capable  of  doing  so,  was  very  unfit  to  retain  an  office  of  that 
nature.  In  refusing  to  take  measures  for  admitting  the  plaintiff  to 
bail.  Major  Johnston  had  likewise  acted  very  harshly,  as  even  supposing 
a  case  to  have  been  made  out,  the  offence  charged  was  undoubtedly  such 
a  one  as  admitted  of  bail  being  given ;  but  in  the  present  instance, 
there  was  not  a  tittle  of  evidence  to  substantiate  the  charge  which  had 
been  brought  against  the  plaintiff*,  for  even  assuming  that  the  property 
had  been  stolen,  still  there  was  not  a  shadow  of  proof  that  the  plaintiff 
could  have  had  any  knowledge  of  it.  The  variance  between  the  notice 
of  action  and  the  action  itself  was,  however,  so  obvious,  that  the  Court 
was  bound,  in  his  opinion,  to  grant  a  nonsuit, 

Stephen,  J.,  comcided  in  the  opinion  of  his  brother  Judges  as  to  the 
fatality  of  the  variance  between  the  notice  of  action  with  which  the 
defendant  had  been  served,  and  the  action  itself,  which  was  subsequently 
commenced  against  him.  The  obvious  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the 
notice  was,  that  it  was  intended  to  commence  an  action  on  the  case,  and 
he-coidd  well  imagine  that  a  magistrate,  who,  if  he  conceived  the  action 
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was  merely  one  of  trespass  would  have  been  disposed  to  have  offered 
reparation,  would  refrain  from  doing  so  when  he  perused  such  a  notice 
as  the  one  in  question ;  for  seeing  himself  charged  with  ''  wilfully  and 
maliciously"  committing  the  alleged  injuries  against  the  plaintiff,  he 
might  naturally  conceive  within  himself  that  not  having  been  actuated 
by  any  malicious  motives,  he  could  not  consistently  make  any  offer  for 
arranging  an  action  commenced  against  him  on  these  grounds.  He 
agreed,  however,  with  what  had  fallen  from  Mr.  Justice  Burton  relative 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  he  thought  with  His  Honor,  that 
the  defendant  had  acted  throughout  towards  the  plaintiff  Mr.  AmoU^ 
with  a  very  improper  degree  of  harshness. 

Nonsuit  granted. 
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Certiorari  to  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions — Errors  qf /act — Crown  Prosecutor — 4  Vic.       jS^  o\' 

No,  22,  sec.  lO^D^ect  on  the  record.  "^ 

Dowling  C.J. 
Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  in  Kew  South  Wales  are  not  instituted  after  the      Burton  J. 

course  of  the  Common  Law,  for  here  the  Courts  proceed  by  information  of  a  Crown  aq<^ 

Prosecutor  instead  of  the  indictment  of  a  Grand  Jury,  and  this  involves  a  most     Stephen  J. 

vital  departure  from  the  Common  Law,  so  that  if  a  Crown  Prosecutor  be  not 

appointed  in  the  manner  Lud  down  by  the  Legislature,  the  objection  is  as  serious 

as  to  a  Grand  Jury  improperly  empanelled. 

The  Supreme  Court  has  authority,  after  conviction  and  judgment  for  felony  at 
the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  to  remove  the  record  of  conviction  by  certiorari  for 
the  purpose  of  quashing  it,  not  for  error  on  the  record,  but  for  facts  extrinsic  of 
Uie  record. 

Evidence  of  such  facts  must  be  brought  before  the  Court  by  affidavits. 

After  conviction  a  prisoner  cannot  raise  as  an  objection  on  the  return  to  a 
certiorari  anything  which  he  could  have  advanced  in  the  court  below. 

A  defect  in  the  record  cannot  be  advanced  as  a  matter  of  error,  if  notice  has 
been  specifically  given  of  it  in  the  court  below,  but  reference  to  it  may  be  properly 
allowed,  as  a  circumstance  to  be  taken  in  connection  with  other  evidence  dehors 
the  record. 

The  sittings  of  the  Supreme  Court  do  not,  as  those  of  Queen's  Bench,  supersede 
the  power  of  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions. 

Under  4  Vict.  No.  22,  sec.  10,  the  Governor  has  power  to  appoint  a  Crown 
Prosecutor,  but  an  appointment  thereunder,  held  to  be  void  by  a  Court  of  Record, 
does  not  vacate  a  previous  commission ;  nor  is  the  issue  of  a  commission  invalidated 
by  the  attachment  of  an  irregular  condition  thereto,  that  the  appointment  shall  be 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Queen. 

Ix  this  case  it  appeared  from  the  affidavits  brought  before  the  Court 
that  the  prisoners  were  tried  and  convicted  before  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  on  April  4,  to  which  day  the  Court  had  been  adjourned  from 
day  to  day  since  April  2,  and  on  April  6  were  sentenced  to  twelve 
months'  imprisonment  in  Parramatta  Gaol,  where  they  were  still  con- 
fined. A  commission  to  act  as  Crown  Prosecutor  had  been  issued  by 
the  Governor  to  Mr.  Rogers,  but  on  this  commission  being  held  bad  by 
the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  the  information  had  been  laid  and  the 
prosecution  conducted  by  Mr.  Cheeke,  whose  commission  as  Crown  Pro- 
secutor was  dated  before  that  of  Mr.  Rogers. 

On  April  26  Windeyer  moved  the  Supreme  Court  for  a  certiorari,  or  if 
the  Court  should  think  otherwise,  for  a  rule  nisi^  calling  upon  the  parties 
against  whom  it  should  be  issued  to  show  cause  why  a  writ  of  certiorari 

(1)  The  Sydney  Momitig  Herald,  April  27  and  30,  May  3,  4,  14,  15,  22,  and  24, 
1844,  and  4  8.C.R.  App.  26. 
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should  not  be  taken  out  to  remove  into  that  Court  the  record  of  the 
conviction  of  the  prisoners.  The  rule  was  granted,  returnable  on  the 
29th  April,  on  which  day  it  was  made  absolute,  the  return  to  the 
certiorari  to  be  made  on  May  2. 

On  this  day  Foster  and  Windeyer  for  the  prisoners  moved  that  the 
return  brought  into  Court  be  filed ;  the  Attorney -General  and  the  Soli- 
dtor-General  opposed  this  on  the  ground  that  the  proper  proceeding 
was  by  writ  of  error. 

Cur,  adv.  vu^ 


May  3,  The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justicb  :  Most  undoubtedly  the  question  raised  by  this 
proceeding  is  one  of  gi*ave  importance,  and  having  called  lor,  has 
received  our  anxious  consideration.  The  question  has  never  beea 
solemnly  decided  by  the  Court,  although  it  was  incidentally  raised  in 
the  case  of  the  Queen  v,  Feckkam,  in  March,  1841,  in  which  the  legality 
of  the  conviction  was  impeached  upon  a  similar  objection  to  that  which 
is  supposed  to  invalidate  the  proceedings  in  the  present  instance.  In 
the  argument  addressed  to  the  Court,  no  express  decision  was  cited 
adverse  to  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  which  it  was  contended  this 
Court  possesses  to  review,  by  certiorari^  in  a  summary  manner,  errois 
either  of  fact  or  of  law  into  which  Courts  of  inferior  jurisdiction  may 
have  fallen  in  the  exercise  of  their  powers.  It  seems  to  have  been  con- 
ceded, that  the  decided  cases  in  the  Courts  at  home^  have  established 
that  in  general  the  superior  Courts  of  Record  will  not  review  the 
decisions  of  an  inferior  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  after  conviction 
and  judgment^  except  by  writ  of  error ;  but  it  was  acknowledged,  on 
the  other  hand,  that  on  a  writ  of  error  the  superior  Court  could  only 
look  to  the  Record,  and  would  not  allow  the  truth  of  it  to  be  impeached 
by  extrinsic  evidence,  or  proof  of  facts  dehors  what  is  returned  as  matter 
of  record.  Taking  it  to  be  indisputable  that  the  record  in  the  present 
instance  is  perfect  on  the  face  of  it,  and  that  it  does  not  disclose  errors 
of  law,  it  must  be  admitted  that  a  writ  of  error  could  not  avail  the 
prisoners,  as  they  would  be  estopped  from  showing  extrinsic  facts  going 
to  the  very  root  of  the  jurisdiction  of  which  the  record  seemed  to  present 
indubitable  evidence  in  point  of  legal  formality.  If  this  be  a  right 
position  (and  the  authorities  go  that  length),  the  prisoners  could  gain  no 
advantage  by  being  driven  to  a  writ  of  error,  if  their  object  was  to  diow 
that  the  proceedings  of  the  Court  below  were  coram  nonjudice^  in  point 
of  fact,  however  seemingly  right  they  might  be  in  law  as  appeared  by  w 
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tteord.  Bringing  a  writ  of  error  under  anch  circtimstancea  would  be  a  1844. 
dilatory  and  ezpensive  process  without  any  useful  result,  in  the  way  of  Rsqina 
substantial  justice.  Bemediless  then  as  the  prisonws  would  be  by  such 
a  proceeding  (if  their  objection  be  founded  on  fact  not  on  record),  the 
question  is  whether  this  Court  has  authority  to  protect  them  from  the 
oonsequeuces  of  a  supposed  illegal  conviction.  It  may  be  that  the 
prisoners  might  have  immediate  recourse  to  the  Executive,  to  relieve 
them  from  the  effect  of  an  illegal  conviction,  but  I  apprehend  that 
before  they  were  driven  to  that  mode  of  proceeding,  they  would  have  a 
right  to  ascertain  in  the  first  instance  whether  the  highest  judicial 
tribunal  in  the  land  could  afford  them  redress  by  law  before  they 
resorted  to  the  last  extremity  of  appealing  to  the  Sovereign  Justice  of 
the  Crown.  The  true  question  then  is,  whether  this  Court  has  inherent 
powers  to  afford  redress,  unfettered  by  the  technicalities  of  a  writ  of 
error,  and  may  not  at  once  enquire  into  the  proceedings  of  the  Court 
below,  and  ascertain  by  exirinsie  evidence,  whether  their  jurisdiction 
has  been  exercised  according  to  law.  As  already  observed,  no  case  has 
been  cited  expressly  adverse  to  the  exercise  of  such  a  power  in  the 
Queen's  Bench  at  Westminst^,  but  because  the  reported  cases  have 
been  only  those  in  which  the  certiorari  has  been  issued  before  conviction 
and  judgment,  it  was  contended  that  they  amounted  to  a  tacit  inhibition 
of  the  right  to  a  certiorari,  after  conviction  and  judgment.  It  was, 
however,  not  contended  that  this  Court  was  absolutely  prohibited  by 
express  decision  from  the  exercise  of  a  discretion  in  the  matter.  This 
admission  certainly  ought  not  to  influence  the  decision  of  the  Courts 
unless  they  were  satisfied  on  principles  of  law  that  such  a  discretion 
could  be  exercised.  Taking  the  concession  in  its  widest  latitude,  the 
Court  would  and  could  not  act  upon  it  as  a  wild  and  arbitrary  dis- 
cretion, but  a  discretion  governed  by  a  sober,  i-easonable,  and  judicious 
exercise  of  power  with  reference  to  the  immutable  principles  of  public 
justice  and  dictates  of  sound  reason. 

This  Court  is  the  creature  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  9  Geo.  IT,  c. 
83,  and  as  a  Supreme  Court,  has  conferred  upon  it  all  the  poweift  of  the 
Four  Courts  at  Westminster,  vested  with  the  like  jurisdiction  as  the 
Queen's  Bench,  it  has  the  power  of  "correcting  and  examining  all 
manner  of  errors  in  fact  and  in  law^  of  all  Justices,  in  their  judgments, 
process,  and  proceedings" — Co.  Just.  74.  "  Its  jurisdiction  is  very  high 
and  transcendent.  It  keeps  all  inferior  jurisdictions  within  the  bound  of 
their  authority,  and  may  remove  their  proceedings  to  be  determined 
here,  or  prohibit  their  proceedings  below.  It  commands  Magistrates  to 
do  what  their  duty  requires  in  every  case  where  there  is  no  other  specific 
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Reoina      interposition" — 3  Bl.  Com.  44.     The  only  difficulty  in  the  present  case  is, 

v*  as  to  the  form  and  manner  in  which  the  power  thus  confered  is  to  be 

Hodges.  '^ 

exercised.  It  is  not  disputed,  that  a  writ  of  error  would  not  reach  the 
'  alleged  objection  to  the  conviction  of  the  prisoner.  Then  how  is  redress 
in  point  of  law  to  be  afforded  in  a  case  of  this  kind  1  Tiie  supposed 
objection  to  this  conviction  is,  that  the  party  in  whose  name  and  at  whose 
instance  the  prosecution  has  been  instituted,  has  no  legal  authority  for 
his  interposition  on  behalf  of  the  Crown.  If  this  suggestion  be  well 
founded,  in  point  of  fact,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  it  is  a  vital  defect  in 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  as  much  so  indeed  as  if  the  persons  who 
tried  them  were  without  Commission.  The  proceeding  would  be  earoM 
nonjtidice.  But  taking  it  to  be  well  settled,  that  this  Courts  with  the 
Jurisdiction  of  the  Queen's  Bench  at  Westminster,  cannot  by  eertioran 
remove  the  proceeding,  of  a  Court  of  competent  Jurisdiction  for  mere 
errors  of  form  on  the  record,  but  would  compel  the  party  complaining  to 
bring  his  writ  of  error,  after  he  had  suffered  the  opportunity  to  go  by  of 
moving  in  arrest  of  judgment  in  the  Court  below,  still  that  principle 
seems  not  to  govern  the  case  where  the  objection  goes  not  to  form,  bat 
the  substance  of  the  jurisdiction  exercised  by  the  Inferior  Court.  For 
this  there  are  divers  authorities.  It  may  be  that  they  are  of  some 
antiquity,  but  I  apprehend  they  are  not  the  less  to  be  respected,  as 
the  depositories  of  the  best  principles  of  English  law.  In  3  Bac.  Ab^ 
58,  citing  3  Inst,  231,  and  Hawk  P.O.,  c.  50,  s.  3,  it  is  laid  down, 
that  '*  any  judgment  whatsoever,  given  by  persons  who  had  no 
good  commission  to  proceed  against  the  person  condemned,  may  he 
faUified^  by  shewing  the  special  maMer  without  torit  of  error,  becaute 
it  is  void;  as  where  a  commission  authorises  to  proceed  on  an 
indictment,  taken  before  A.  B.  and  C,  and  twelve  others,  and  by  colour 
thereof  the  commissioners  proceed  on  an  indictment  taken  before  eight 
persons  only."  Again,  in  the  same  book,  citing  Cro,  Eliz,,  489,  "If* 
man  is  found  guilty  upon  an  indictment  of  felony,  and  prays  his  clergy^ 
and  it  is  allowed  him,  and  he  is  burnt  in  the  hand,  he  cannot  avoid  this 
by  ivrit  of  error,  because  he  is  convicted  only  and  not  attainted.  But 
the  record  being  removed  by  certiorari  into  the  Crown  office,  if  there  be 
a  fault  in  the  indictment,  it  may  be  discharged,  and  restitution  awarded 
to  the  party  of  his  goods  seised  for  that  cause."  In  the  same  page,  citing 
Fhorbe*s  case  (3),  is  another  position  which,  in  connection  with  a  sub- 
sequent passage  in  the  63rd  page  of  the  same  work,  is  most  pertinent 
to  the  present  case,  as  shewing  that  certiorari  is  the  proper  mode  of 

(3)  Raym.  433. 
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indicted  upon  the  statute  of  3  Jac.  I,  c.  4,  for  absenting  from  his  Parish  Regina 
Church,  and  thereupon  proclamations  had  been  made  that  he  should 
render  his  body,  kcy  -which  not  being  done  he  had  been  convicted 
according  to  that  statute,  yet  no  writ  of  error  would  have  lain  there- 
upon, for  by  the  statute,  after  proclamation  made,  and  the  default 
i^ecorded,  the  same  was  a  conviction  of  the  offence,  as  if  the  statute 
gave  process  for  the  forfeiture,  and  if  there  was  afavXt  in  the  record  the 
party's  remedy  was  in  the  Exchequer  to  quash  it  there"  Following  out 
this  principle,  it  is  laid  down  in  the  same  book  (citing  Salk,  263,  pL  6, 
Lord  Bay m.<t  213,  252,  454),  thus,  '*  wherever  a  new  jurisdiction  is 
erected  by  Act  of  Parliament,  and  the  Court  or  Judge  that  exercises 
this  jurisdiction,  as  a  Court  or  Judge  of  a  Court  of  Record,  according 
to  the  course  of  common  lawy  a  writ  of  error  lies  on  its  judgment,  but 
vrhere  they  act  in  a  summary  method,  or  in  a  new  course  different  to  the 
common  law,  then  a  writ  of  error  lies  not^  but  a  certiorari."  A  judg- 
ment may  be  falsified,  reversed,  or  avoided,  in  the  first  place  without  a 
-writ  of  error,  for  matters  foreign  to  or  dehors  the  record,  that  is  not 
apparent  on  the  face  of  »/,  so  that  titey  cannot  he  assigjiedfor  error  in 
the  superior  Court,  which  can  only  judge  from  what  appears  in  the  record 
itself: — thus  if  any  judgment  whatever  be  given  by  persons  who  had  no 
good  commission  to  proceed  against  the  person  condemned,  it  is  void ; 
and  may  he  falsified  by  shewing  the  special  matter,  without  writ  of  error 
Blackstone,  390. 


Now  applying  this  principle  to  the  present  case,  it  is  perfectly  cogent 
in  favour  of  the  certiorari.  The  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  in  this 
Colony  are  created  by  Parliament,  and  their  proceedings  regulated  by 
local  Acts,  and  are  not  instituted  according  to  the  course  of  the  Common 
Ijaw  although  they  have  a  Common  Law  jurisdiction.  By  the  course 
of  the  Common  Law,  all  indictments  and  presentments  are  found  by  a 
Grand  J  ury  of  twenty-three,  twelve  of  whom  must  concur  in  finding  the 
Bill  or  presentment.  By  the  statute  9  Geo.  IV,  cap.  83,  all  informations 
are  to  be  prosecuted,  both  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and  at  Quarter 
Sessions,  and  in  the  name  of  the  Attorney-General,  but  in  consequence 
of  the  inconvenience  of  requiring  the  Attorney -General  to  attend 
Quarter  Sessions,  power  is  given  by  the  local  Ordinance,  4  Victoria, 
No.  22,  to  the  Governor  to  appoint  any  ofiicer  or  officers  by  whom  and 
in  whose  name  all  crimes  cognizable  in  the  Courts  of  General  and 
Quarter  Sessions  may  be  prosecuted.  This  is  a  new  course,  different 
from  the  common  law,   and  if  the  course  pointed  out  has  not  been 
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1841.  pursued,  or  the  power  of  the  (Governor  not  properly  exercised,  it 
j^]5Qj2^  seems  that  the  error  is  to  be  corrected,  not  by  tcrit  of  error,  but  by 
„  '^^  certiorari, 

DowUna  C  J  ^^  *^®  absence  of  any  express  authority  fettermg  the  salutary  control 
which  this  Court  ought  to*  exercise  over  the  proceedings  of  inferior 
Courts  of  this  Colony,  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  resist  the  present 
motion.  The  Court  has  no  desire  to  claim  to  itself  a  jurisdiction  whicli 
might  interfere  with  the  fair  and  legitimate  discharge  of  the  functions 
of  such  Courts,  but  living  in  a  remote  English  Colony,  this  Court  is 
bound  not  to  abridge  the  rights  of  Her  Majesty's  subjects,  in  having 
the  mode  in  which  the  law  is  administered  in  subordinate  jurisdiction, 
tested  by  the  principles  of  English  jurisprudence.  It  is  possible,  thou^ 
I  persuade  myself  utterly  improbable,  that  in  such  jurisdictions  gricTOus 
errors  in  fact  might  be  committed,  even  in  violation  of  the  first  prin- 
ciples of  natural  justice ;  and  yet  if  this  Court  were  not  open  to  afford 
a  speedy  remedy,  public  justice  might  be  brought  into  contempt 

It  may  be  that  the  wretched  men  whose  interests  are  conserved  in  ihB 
present  application,  may  have  been  righteously  convicted  on  the  merits 
of  their  case,  but  if  there  be  any  well-founded  objection  to  the  legalitj 
of  their  conviction,  this  Court  cannot  deny  them  any  remedy  which 
the  law  will  afford.  We  cannot  look  to  the  convenience  or  incon- 
venience to  which  this,  as  a  precedent,  may,  be  supposed  to  lead,  but 
are  bound  to  discbarge  the  functions  it  committed  to  us  by  expounding 
and  upholding  those  principles  of  justice  which  are  the  best  safeguard 
of  society.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  certiorari  has  not  been  improvident!/ 
issued,  and  that  the  return  thereto  must  be  filed. 

May  13,  14.  -A-  '''^rit  of  haheoB  corpus  having  issued  in  this  caae  to  bring  np  the 
bodies  of  the  prisoners,  on  May  13, 

Fotttr  and  Windeyer,  for  the  prisoners,  moved  that  the  judgment 
against  them  might  be  reversed. 

The  Attorney-General  and  the  SolicUor-  General  contra, 

A  proceeding  by  writ  of  error  is  the  only  proper  course  for  the 
prisoners,  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  a  Court  of  Record. 

Cur,  adv.  vull 
May  21.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

The  Chiep  Justice.  Although  the  Court  has  decided  on  a  former 
day  upon  argument,  that  after  conviction  and  judgment  for  felony  At 
the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  this  Court  has  authority  to  remove  the 
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record  of  conviction  by  certiorari  for  the  parpose  of  quashing  it  (not  for        1844. 


errcT  on  the  record^  but  for  fousU  extrinsic  of  the  record),  yet,  if  per-      Rsauf a. 

suaded  by  the  m<M:e  elaborate  seoond  argument  of  the  13th  instant     „  ^- 

^  °  Hodges. 


(which  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  were  pennitted  to  enter  into),  that 
its  first  decision  was  erroneous,  the  Court  could  have  had  no  hesitation 
in  retracting  its  steps  on  more  advised  consideration.  We  confess  that 
notwithstanding  the  proper  jealousy  which  this  Court  ought  to  enter- 
tain of  the  introduction  of  novelties  into  the  administration  of  the  law, 
and  with  that  becoming  reverence  which  we  trust  the  Judges  in  this 
remote  dependency  will  ever  entertain  for  the  wisdom  of  Westminster 
Hall,  our  opinion  has  not  been  shaken  by  what  was  addressed  to  us  in 
the  recent  very  able  argument,  as  to  the  soundness  of  the  principle  on 
which  the  certiorari  was  granted. 

Yielding  respect  to  the  weight  of  authority,  that  errors  on  the 
records  of  a  Court  constituted  by  the  course  of  tlie  common  law,  could 
only  be  reviewed  by  writ  of  error,  the  Court  would  have  denied  the 
eertierari,  in  this  instance,  on  that  ground  (except  /or  the  purpose  of 
assigning  errors  of  record)  ;  but  constituted  as  the  Courts  of  Quarter 
Sessions  in  this  Colony  are,  in  one  most  vital  and  important  integral 
part  of  tfaeii*  jurisdiction,  in  a  manner  contrary  to  the  course  of  the 
common  law,  we  were  not  fettered  by  any  decision  in  refusing  the 
certiorari  for  tlie  purpose  of  showing  matters  dehors  the  records,  and 
establishing  the  extrinsic  facts,  that  the  whole  proceedings  against  the 
prisoners  were  void  in  their  inception. 

The  gist  of  the  first  objection  to  the  judgment  pronounced  on  the 
prisoners  is,  that  the  information  on  which  it  was  founded  was  not  pre- 
sented by  an  ofiicer  properly  authorised  by  law  for  that  purpose.  If 
this  were  an  objection  apparent  on  the  record,  it  is  not  now  necessary 
to  decide  whether  it  must  not  be  brought  under  review  by  writ  of  error. 
The  only  use  which  could  be  made  of  such  a  defect  on  the  record  would 
be  as  evidence  confirmatory  of  the  extrinsic  circumstances,  or  at  all 
events  not  negativing  such  circumstances. 

Adverting  to  this  objection,  the  first  question  to  be  determined  is, 
whether  the  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  in  this  Colony  are  instituted  in 
all  particulars  according  to  the  course  of  common  law  ;  secondly,  if  they 
are  not,  whether  the  deviation  be  of  serious  importance ;  and,  thirdly, 
whether  the  departure  from  the  course  pointed  out  by  the  Legislature 
can  be  taken  advantage  of  in  this  Court  by  oerUorari  in  a  summary 
manner  by  affidavits,  showing  the  departure. 


Dolling  C.J. 
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1844.  First. — By  the  course  of  the  common  law  o£  England  no  man  can  be 

R£oiNA      P^*  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  felony,  but  on  presentment  by  a  Grand  Jury,  twelve 
„  ^'  of  whom  must  concur  in  finding  the  indictment,  not  only  on  their  own 

HODGBS.  **  .1 

oaths  but  on  the  oaths  also  of  the  witnesses  to  sustain  the  Bill.    By  the 
Dowhng  C.J.  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^  ^^^    ^^^  ^    g^^  ^^^  institution  of  Grand 

Juries  in  the  administration  of  criminal  justice  is  withheld,  not  only  in 
the  Supreme  Court  but  in  the  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions,  and  in  lien 
thereof  all  crimes  cognizable  by  these  Courts  respectively  shall  be  prose- 
cuted in  the  name  of  the  Attorney  General  or  otJier  person  appointed  for 
that  purpose  by  the  Governor  of  the  Colony.  It  is  quite  obvious,  there- 
fore, that  the  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Colony  are  not,  in  this 
particular  instituted  after  the  course  of  the  common  law ;  although  sab- 
sequent  proceedings  after  the  presentment  of  an  information  by  the 
Attorney-General,  or  other  person  appointed  for  that  purpose,  may  be 
conducted  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law. 

Secondly. — Is  the  deviation  of  importance  ?  Whatever  may  be  the 
diversity  of  opinions  in  nK)dem  times  as  to  the  utility  or  inutility  of 
Grand  Juries  in  the  administration  of  criminal  justice,  the  people  of 
England  have  at  all  times  regarded  the  institution  with  sacred  rever- 
ence, as  one  of  the  best  safeguards  of  life  and  liberty.  Indeed,  to  pre- 
vent the  admission  of  improper  persons  on  Grand  Juries,  various  statutes 
have  been  passed  to  remedy  the  mischief  which  had  arisen  to  innocent 
subjects  from  indictments  found  against  them  by  improperly  constituted 
Grand  Juries,  contrary  to  the  course  of  the  common  law.  The  statutes 
11  Henry  IV,  c.  9,  and  3  Henry  VIII,  c.  12  (which  were  passed  in 
times  not  remarkable  for  abstinence  from  adoption  of  arbitrary  prui' 
ciples),  were  amongst  others  ordained  to  remedy  such  evils.  By  the  last 
mentioned  statute  "  our  said  Lord  the  King,  for  the  greater  ease  and 
quietness  of  his  people,  willeth  and  ordaiuetb,  that  indictments  so  made, 
with  all  the  dependence  thereof,  be  revoked,  annulled,  void,  and  bolden 
for  none  for  ever.  And  from  henceforth  no  indictment  be  made  by  aiij 
such  persons  but  by  inquest  of  the  King's  lawful  liege  people  ifl  *"® 
manner  as  was  used  in  the  time  of  his  noble  progenitors,  returned  by  t"« 
sheriffs,  <fec.,  and  if  any  indictment  be  made  hereafter  in  any  point  to  tne 
<Jontrary,  that  the  same  indictment  be  also  void,  revoked,  and  for  e^^ 
holden  as  none."  On  the  construction  of  this  statute  it  has  been  helo, 
that  offences  not  capital,  are  as  much  within  it  as  indictments  for  ^'^' 
son  and  felony,  and  also  that  it  applies  to  indictments  before  Justices  o 
the  Peace,  as  much  as  indictments  before  superior  justices.  Ha'^^  *■ 
c.  25,  S8,  24,  25. 


r. 
Hodges. 
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Lord  Coke,  3  InsL,  34,  in  commenting  on  these  statutes,  says  : — "And  1844. 
these  lawsy  made  for  indifferency  of  indictorSy  ought  to  be  construed  Reg  in  a 
favourably,  for  that  the  indictment  is  commonly  found  in  the  absence  of 
the  2>artyy  and  yet  it  is  Uih  foundation  of  all  the  rest  of  the  proceeding  " 
Regarding  it  therefoi-e  as  a  iii-st  principle  of  the  common  law  of  Eng- 
land, that  no  man  shall  be  put  in  jeopardy  for  felony,  but  by  the  con- 
curring oaths  of  at  least  twenty-four  indifferent  persons,  i.e.,  of  twelve 
grand  jurors  to  find  the  bill,  and  of  twelve  petty  jurors  to  condemn 
him, — this  Court,  sitting  in  an  English  Colony,  founded  by  English 
people,  cannot  but  deem  the  constitution  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  in  this 
Colony  as  involving  a  most  vital  departure  from  the  course  of  common 
law. 

Thirdly. — It  being  incontrovertible  then,  that  there  has  been  a  devia- 
tion from  the  course  of  the  common  law,  and  that  such  deviation  is  of 
vital  importance,  the  next  question  is,  whether  any  objection  can  now 
be  made,  in  a  summary  manner  on  affidavit,  of  extrinsic  circumstcoices, 
showing  that  the  course  pointed  out  by  the  Legislature  in  substituting 
a  crown  prosecutor  in  lieu  of  a  grand  jury  has  not  been  followed ;  or,  in 
other  words,  that  the  person  standing  in  loco  of  a  grand  jury  has  not  been 
lawfully  constituted  to  perform  the  duties  of  a  grand  jury. 

If  the  person  so  appointed  be  not  appointed  according  to  the  mode 
pointeil  out  by  the  Legislature,  we  apprehend  it  to  be  too  plain  for 
argument,  that  the  objection  would  be  as  available  to  a  prisoner  as  if  he 
had  been  indicted  by  a  grand  jury  improperly  impanelled.  Indeed  we 
may  say  that  it  would  a  mvlto  fortiori  available,  because  of  the  wide 
departure  from  the  common  law,  in  the  adoption  of  this  anomalous 
contrivance  to  dispense  with  grand  juries*  The  only  difficulty  that  has 
arisen  here  is,  whether  these  prisoners  are  not  now  out  of  time,  the 
objection  (if  well  founded  and  allowable  to  be  proved  by  affidavit)  not 
being  made  until  after  trial,  conviction,  and  judgment. 

In  the  construction  of  the  statute  3  Hen.  YIII,  c.  12,  it  has  been 
holden  (2  Hawk,  P.O.,  c.  25,  s.  26)  ''  that  a  person  arraigned  upon  any 
indictment  taken  contrary  to  the  purview  thereof,  may  plead  such 
matter  in  avoidance  of  the  indictment,  and  also  plead  over  to  the 
felony."  Again,  it  is  laid  down  '^  that  a  person  outlawed  upon  any  such 
indictment,  without  a  trial,  may  also  show  in  avoidance  of  the  outlawry, 
that  the  indictment  was  taken  contrary  to  the  purview  of  the  statute. 
Bat  if  a  person,  who  is  tried  upon  such  an  indictment,  take  no  such 
exception  before  his  trial,  it  may  be  doubtful  whether  he  may  be  allowed 
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^^^        to  take  such  exception  afterwards,  beeaose  he  has  slipped  the  most 

BuoiKA      proper  time  for  it ;  except  it  can  be  tferified  by  the  reoords  of  the  sune 

HuDGEs.      ^ourt,  wherein  the  indictment  is  depending,  but  as  an  outlawry  in  sack 

D6  V 1   C  J  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^'^^  indictors,  kti,^  in  which  it  is  laid,  that  any  one  as 

amicue  eurim  may  inform  the  Court  of  it"     3  InsL^  34. 

Giving  full  effect  to  the  proposition,  that  in  ordinary  cases,  a  prisoner, 
shall  bo  estopt  from  making  formal  objections  after  arraigimient,  trial, 
conviction,  and  judgment,  which  is  no  doubt  a  sound  principle,  still,  if 
by  law  it  can  be  made  to  appear  by  affidavit,  upon  the  return  to  a  writ 
of  certiorari  into  this  Court,  that  from  circumstances  he  was  prevented 
by  available  means  from  making  the  objection  in  the  Court  below,  it 
would  be  hard  upon  a  prisoner  if  he  were  told  that  the  time  was  gone 
by,  no  matter  how  palpable  the  error  might  be.  Now,  had  these  prisoners 
the  means  or  opportunity  of  taking  the  supposed  objection  to  the 
Appointment  of  the  gentlemen,  in  whose  name  they  were  in  fact 
prosecuted. 

Assuming  that  we  are  at  liberty  to  look  at  the  affidavits  filed  on  both 
sides  in  this  case,  it  appears  that  on  the  3rd  January,  1844,  Mr.  E. 
Roger 8y  the  Clerk  of  the  Peace,  received  a  commission  from  the  Governor, 
appointing  him  to  be  Crown  Prosecutor  at  the  Parramatta  Sessions, 
and  on  presenting  it  to  the  Chairman  and  other  Justices  assembled  on 
that  day,  the  Bench,  after  hearing  counsel,  and  Mr.  Nichols^  an  advo- 
cate, pronounced  the  commission  wholly  void,  and  Mr.  Rogers  did  not 
act. 

At  that  Session  an  information  was  lodged  against  the  prisoners,  in 
the  name  of  Mr.  Cheeke,  as  Crown  Prosecutor^  he  having  a  commiasion 
issued  prior  to  that  of  Mr.  Rogers,  to  which  they  pleaded  without  making 
any  objection  to  Mr.  Cheeke's  acting.  The  trials  of  the  prisoners  were 
postponed  until  the  following  April  Sessions,  when  another  information 
was  filed  against  them  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Cheeke,  to  which  they  pleaded,* 
Avere  tried,  convicted,  and  sentenced,  without  any  objection  that  Mr. 
Rogers's  commission  superseded  Mr.  Cheeke's,  or  that  Mr.  Cheeke  had 
then  not  sufficient  authority  to  act  as  Crown  Prosecutor.  At  the  trisli 
Mr.  Nichols,  the  prisoners'  now  attorney,  acted  as  their  advocate.  I^ 
may  be  that  Mr.  Nichols,  as  their  advocate,  might,  at  both  8esaion8» 
have  taken  tho  objection  that  Mr.  Rogers^s  commission  superseded  Mr. 
Cheeke' s ;  but  af t«r  it  had  been  solemnly  decided,  that  Mr.  Rogers'* 
commission  was  void,  it  would  have  been  an  idle  ceremony  to  take  the 
objections  he  himself  being  one  of  the  gentlemen  who  had,  in  JanutfJ 
sessions,  contended  for  its  invalidity.     At  the  April  sessions  it  was  ^ 
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known  that  no  new  commiasion  had  been  issued  to  Mr.  Cheeke,  and  it        1844. 
was  not  known,  in  fact,  until  the  24th  of  April,  after  the  sessions  had      r^qina 
terminated.  „  ^* 

HODGBS. 

Taking  it  as  a  sound  rule,  that  the  prisoners  were  bound  to  make  the  DoiUing  C.J. 
objection  at  the  trial  (if  they  knew  it),  it  seems  that  it  would  have  been 
unavailiug  to  them  after  the  sessions  had  adjudged  Mr.  Bogera'a  com- 
mission to  be  void,  and  as  it  was  not  known  to  them  at  the  trial,  either 
that  no  commission  was  issued  to  Mr.  Cheekey  or  tliat  there  was  any 
supposed  infirmity  in  his  old  one,  we  do  not  think  that  the  prisoners  could 
now  be  prevented  from  impeaching  the  judgment,  if  it  can  be  impeached 
in  the  manner  propoBedL 

In  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Dickinson  (4),  is  an  authority  for  holding,  that 

an  objection  not  known  to  the  prisoner,  or  the   Court,    until   after 

conviction,  will  not  preclude  him  from  the  benefit  of  it,  if  it  goes  to  the 

legality  of  his  trial.     There  the  prisoner  had  been  convicted  of  cattle 

stealing,   but^   after  conviction,   it  appeared  that  the  witnesses  had 

attended  before  the  Grand  Jury  without   having  been  sworn.      The 

learned    Judge   {Bayley)  thought   the   objection   came  too   late,   and 

therefore  passed  sentence  upon  the  prisoner,  but  reserved  the  point  for 

the  consideration  of  the    Judges,    and    the    case    being  afterwards 

considered,  they,  without  deciding  as  to  the  validity  of  the  objection 

recommended  a  free  pardon.     In  that  case,  the  fact  of  the  irregularity, 

would  not  have  appeared  on  the  record,  and  could  only  have  been  got 

at  by  extrinsic  evidence ;  and,  though  it  be  not  an  authority  for  the 

mode  of  correcting  the  error  in'  this  case,  by  certiorari^  yet  it  shows. the 

cautious  jealousy  with  which  the  Judges  of  England  regard  the  due 

administration  of  justice.    It  might  to  some  appear  to  be  an  unimportant 

objection  that  the  witnesses  were  not  sworn  before  they  went  before 

the  Grand  Jury,  when  they  were  afterwards  sworn  at  the  trial,  and  the 

prisoner  righteously  convicted  by  the  Petty  Jury  on  the  merits  of  his 

case.     Still   the  Judges  must  have  held,   that   he  was  not  lawfully 

convicted  upon  an  indictment  duly  presented  according  to  law,  though 

presented  by  the  Grand  Jury  on  their  oaths.     In  effect,  the  principle  of 

the  objection  in  the  present  case  (if  well  established)  resolves  itself  into 

the  question,  has  this  information  been  duly  presented  by  a  qu<m 

Grand  Jury,  duly  appointed  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law  1 

Taking  it  that  the  objection  could  not  availably  be  made  at  the  trial, 
— ^that  it  is  not  one  appearing  on  the  record, — ^that  it  could  only  be 

(4)  Ross.  &  Ry.  401. 
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1844.        established  by  extrinsic  evidence, — and  that  the  mode  of  initiating  the 


Regina      trial  is  contrary  to  the  course  of  common  law, — ^has  this  Court  the 
HoDoifi.      pow^r  of  correcting  the  alleged  error  in  the  way  proposed  1 

IhwUng  C.J.  Conceding  that  a  writ  of  error  lies,  and  that  the  prisoners  may  assign 
errors  of  fact,  and  that  an  issue  is  the  proper  mode  of  trial  by  t^e 
country,  what  process  have  we  for  directing  the  trial  of  such  an  issue  I 
The  authorities  cited  in  our  former  decision,  show  that  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Quarter  Sessions,  being  constituted  in  a  vital  branch  of  its  pro- 
ceeding, contrary  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  the  judgment  may 
be  falsified  by  showing  the  special  matter  without  tmt  of  error.  How 
then  can  this  Court  reach  the  special  matter  except  upon  affidavit? 
In  a  vast  variety  of  cases,  both  criminal  as  well  as  civil,  this  Court 
is  in  the  habit,  necessarily,  of  determining  facts,  in  incidental  pro- 
ceedings, upon  affidavit,  and  on  piinciple,  there  seems  nothing  repug- 
nant to  the  course  of  justice  in  determining  by  affidavit^  the  question 
raised  on  these  affidavits,  whether,  for  the  purpose  of  the  validity  of  this 
judgment,  the  gentleman  appointed  to  conduct  this  prosecution  was 
duly  appointed  under  the  Act  of  Council  by  which  he  holds  bis  com- 
mission. 

We  are  not  called  upon  to  (nor  would  we  upon  a  collateral  issue  of  this 
kind)  determine  the  right  of  this  gentleman  to  hold  the  office  he  claims 
to  hold.  The  proper  legal  mode  of  determining  that  question  would  be 
by  writ  of  qtto  tvarranto,  to  which  he  would  be  a  party,  and,  as  far  as 
his  rights  are  concerned,  they  might  then  be  solemnly  determined.  But 
for  the  purpose  of  this  case,  and  as  regards  the  positions  of  the 
prisoners,  the  Court  has  authority  to  ascertain  as  a  fact,  whether  his 
appointment  is  in  pursuance  of  the  power  of  appointment  vested  in 
the  Governor  under  the  local  Act,  and  from  whom  he  derives  hw 
commission. 

Two  objections  were  made  to  the  validity  of  Mr.  Cheeke's  appoint- 
ment as  Crown  Prosecutor,  prior  to  the  30th  December,  1843:  first, 
that  it  was  superseded  by  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Rogers,  in  January, 
1844 ;  and  secondly,  that,  supposing  that  Mr.  Rogers^ s  appointment  had 
not  that  effect,  Mr.  CJieeke's  original  appointment  was  not  conformable 
to  the  Act  of  Council  under  which  he  was  appointed,  and,  no  proper 
commission  having  been  issued  to  him  authorising  him  to  act  m  pre- 
senting an  information  against  these  prisoners,  the  judgment  was  vow» 
as  being  coram  nonjudice. 

We  shall  address  ourselves  to  the  latter  objection  in  the  first  instance. 
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By  the  local  ordinance,  4  Vic.  No.  22,  8,  10,  after  reciting  tlie  statute        1844. 

of  Geo,  IVy  c,  83,  by  which  all  ciimes  cognizable  by  the  Supreme  Court  r^gika 

should  be  prosecuted  by  information  in  the  name  of  the  Attorney-  _  ^* 

•^  HODOBS. 


General,  or  other  person  appointed  for  such  purpose  by  the  Governor^ 
and  that  all  crimes  (not  committed  by  transported  felons)  should  be 
prosecuted  and  tried  before  the  Courts  of  General  Quarter  Sessions  in 
the  colony,  in  the  same  manner  and  subject  to  the  same  rules  in  every 
respect  as  tiials  in  the  Supreme  Court ;  and  reciting  the  expediency  of 
appointing  separate  officers  to  prosecute  in  all  trials  for  crimes  within 
the  limits  of  Port  Phillip  and  New  Zealand  (when  it  was  a  dependency 
on  the  colony),  respectively,  as  well  as  in  the  Courts  of  General  Quarter 
Sessions  throughout  the  colony,  proceeds  to  enact  '*  That  until  Grand 
'J'uTnes  be  established,  therein,  it  shall  be  lawful  Jor  the  Governor  to 
appoint,  yro»i  time  to  time^  some  fit  and  proper  person  for  Port  Phillip, 
and  a  like  person  for  New  Zealand  [such  persons  being  respectively 
barristers  of  England  or  Ireland],  by  whom  and  in  whose  name  all 
crimes,  &c.,"  cognizable  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  South  Wales, 
and  in  the  several  Courts  of  General  and  Quarter  Sessions  (save  as 
excepted  in  the  recited  Act)  shall  be  prosecuted  within  the  aforesaid 
limits  of  Port  Phillip  and  New  Zealand  respectively,  "  and  also  that  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Governor  to  appoint "  (omitting  the  words 
Jrom  time  to  time  "  any  officer  or  officers  by  whom  and  in  whose  name 
all  crimes,  &c.,  cognizable  in  the  several  Courts  of  General  and  Quarter 
Sessions  in  all  other  parts  of  the  said  colony  may  be  prosecuted,  except 
as  aforesaid :  Provided  always,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
construed  to  limit  or  control  any  authority  vested  by  law  in  Her 
Majesty's  Attorney-General  for  the  said  colony." 

From  this  provision  it  appears,  that  the  power  of  appointing  the 
officer  or  officers  in  whose  name  all  crimes  may  be  prosecuted  at  Quarter 
Sessions  is  vested  in  the  Governor  absolutely,  without  any  reservation 
of  the  pleasure  of  the  Crown.  This  being  a  new  office,  and  the  power 
of  appointment  being  conferred  unreservedly  on  the  Governor  himself, 
and  subject  indeed  to  no  condition  whatever,  the  question  is  whether 
the  power  has  been  exercised  in  the  mode  and  manner  in  which  it  has 
been  conferred  f 

We  are  now  to  look  to  the  most  material  affidavit  produced  on  this 
point — ^namely,  that  of  Mr.  Cheeks  himself,  from  which  it  appears,  that 
by  a  commission  under  the  great  seal  of  the  colony,  and  the  hand  of  the 
Governor,  dated  2nd  June,   1841,  in  pursuance  of  the  Act,  4  Vic, 


Doicling  C.  J» 
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1844.  Ko.  22,  he  was  appointed  *^  during  the  pleasnre  of  the  Governor,  and 
Rboina  subject  to  the  approval  of  Her  Majesty,  her  h^rs,  and  suceessors,''  to  be, 
^^'  and  act  as  such  officer  in  the  Act  mentioned,  and  to  be  the  person  by 

whom,  and  in  whose  name,  all  crimes,  misdemeanours,  and  ofienoes,  not 
being  committed  by  transported  offenders,  cognizable  in  the  asTcnl 
Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  to  be  holden  in  all  parts  of  the  colony,  ssre 
and  except  Fort  Phillip  and  New  Zealand  excepted,  should  be  pnMe- 
cuted  " ;  which  commission  was  duly  enrolled  in  the  office  of  the  Cdonkl 
Secretary,  and  also  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and  which  commissum  be 
accepted,  and  in  pursuance  thereof  took  the  necessary  oatii  of  office 
before  one  of  the  Judges.  The  affidavit  goes  on  to  state,  that  by 
warrant  under  the  Royal  Sign  Manual,  dated  11th  January,  1842,  be 
was  confirmed  in  his  office  of  Crown  Prosecutor,  and  thereupon  letteis 
patent,  under  the  great  seal  of  the  colony,  and  the  hand  of  the  (jovenior, 
were  issued  and  duly  enrolled,  dated  2nd  August,  1842,  by  whidihe 
was  appointed  Crown  Prosecutor  in  the  territory  of  New  South  Wales, 
"  during  t^ie  pleasure  of  Her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,"  It  is  further 
sworn,  that  he  had  never  been  removed  or  suspended  from,  nor  ever 
resigned  his  office,  and  hath  always  acted,  and  still  does  act,  as  ssdi 
Crown  Prosecutor,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  first  commission  issued 
by  the  Governor,  and  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  under  the 
Sign  Manual,  aud  under  the  second  commission  issued  by  the  Governor. 
In  conclusion  the  affidavit  states,  that  on  deponent's  return  from 
Maitland  in  January  last,  he  had  an  interview  with  the  Governor  at 
His  Excellency's  request,  and  was  then  informed  by  the  Governor,  that 
he  was  fully  authorised  to  conduct  the  prosecutions  which  he  had  so 
already  conducted  on  behalf  of  the  Grown,  as  well  as  any  thereinafter 
to  be  conducted  in  the  said  several  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions 
respectively. 

The  Commissions  under  which  this  gentleman  has  been  appointed 
have  not  been  produced  for  inspection ;  but  we  must  now  take  it  from 
his  own  representation  of  their  contents,  that  by  the  first  he  held  the 
office  "  during  the  pleasure  of  the  Governor,  and  subject  to  the  approval 
of  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs,  and  successors,"  and  the  second,  not  daring 
the  pleasure  of  the  Governor,  but  during  the  pleasure  of  Her  Majesty 
Queen  Victoria.  If,  as  is  sworn  by  Mr.  Cheeke,  that  he  is  designated 
both  in  the  Queen's  warrant  and  in  his  second  commis^on  as  '*  Grown 
Prosecutor,"  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  Act  under  which  he  is  appointed 
contains  no  such  designation,  the  words  being  "  officer  by  whom  and  in 
whose  name  all  crimes,  <fec.,  may  be  prosecuted." 
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DisregaixLing  this,  however,  as  not  a  very  material  circumstance,  can         1S44. 
we  say  jadicially  that  either  of  these  appointments  is  not  in  pursuance      Regis  a 
of  the  authority  under  which  the  power  is  conferred  by  the  Legislature  ?  ^'- 

The  local  ordinance  it  is  true,  in  terms,  confers  the  power  on  the 
Grovernor  himself  alone,  without  any  reservation,  either  of  his  own  '^"*^ 
pleasure  or  that  of  Her  Most  Gracious  Majesty.  As  representative  of 
the  Grown,  for  Ministerial  purposes,  the  duty  is  properly  imposed  upon 
His  Excellency  of  communicating  the  appointment  and  tcvking  the 
pleasure  of  Her  Majesty  upon  it ;  but  we  apprehend  that  the  appoint- 
ment itself  should  be  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  of  the  Legislature  by  which 
the  office  was  ci*eated.  If  this  be  not  so,  what  limit  is  to  be  put  upon 
departures  from  the  mode  and  manner  in  which  the  Legislature  confers 
power]  This  may  be  said  to  be  a  very  strict  objection,  to  which  perhaps 
too  much  weight  ought  not  to  be  attached  in  the  ordinary  transactions 
of  mankind  ;  but  when  it  concerns  the  validity  of  the  lawful  authority 
of  a  functionary  to  act  in  the  place  and  stead  of  a  grand  jury  ^  in  the 
administration  of  a  vital  part  of  the  criminal  justice  of  the  country,  and 
who  is  armed  with  the  power  of  saying  in  his  discretion  who  shall  and 
who  shall  not  be  put  on  trial  by  informations  in  his  name,  the  Court 
cannot  shrink  from  the  duty  of  looking  upon  it  as  a  most  serious  objec- 
tion (if  it  can  be  maintained),  involving  much  more  important  conse- 
quences than  the  interests  of  the  prisoners  now  before  the  Coui't. 

The  jealousy  with  which,  even  in  olden  time,  the  Legislature  ha£ 
guarded  against  the  unlawful  constitution  of  grand  juries,  has  been 
already  pointed  out,  and  the  strictness  noted  with  which  the  Judges  of 
Sngland,  in  Diekinson^s  cctse  (5)  gave  a  prisoner  the  advantage  of  an 
error  almost  of  mere  form.  These  considerations  warn  this  Court  of  the 
necessity  of  seeing  that  justice  is  administered  in  this  colony  by  autho- 
rities properly  constituted  by  law,  and  in  such  form  only  as  the  law  has 
provided. 

On  the  argument  of  this  case  the  prisoners'  counsel  prayed  in  aid  the 
record  itself  as  confirmatory  of  the  extrinsic  evidence  that  Mr.  Cheeke 
had  not  been  appointed  in  pursuance  of  the  Act,  for  it  was  urged  that 
had  be  been  so  appointed  the  record  would  have  alleged  ^e  fact.  The 
information  begins  thus  : — "  Be  it  remembered  that  Alfred  Cheeke^  ^q*9 
who  prosecutes  for  Our  Soverign  Lady  the  Queen,  in, this  behalf,  being 
present  in  the  Court  of  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  now  here, 
Jbc.,  informs  the  said  Court,''  <&c  This  certainly  does  not  give  any  noti- 
fication that  Mr.  Cheeke  is  an  officer  by  wJwm  amd  in  whose  name  th^ 

(5)  Rubs.  &  Ry.,  401. 
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1844.        crime  may  be  prosecuted  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  of  Council.    The  Court 


Regjna      could  not  take  judicial  notice  that  Alfred  Cheeke,   Esq.,  was  an  officer 

jj  ^'. ,        so  appointed.      Of  the  Attorney-General  and  the  Solicitor-General,  the 

^     ,      ^  ^  Court  are  bound  to  take  judicial  notice  as  known  law-officers  of  the 
Doxchng  C.J. 

Crown ;  but  of  a  private  individual  by  name,  without  any  designation 

of  his  authority  to  perform  the  functions  of  a  Crown  Prosecutor,  the 

Court  cannot  take  such  notice.      They  may  privately  notice  that  the 

gentleman  so  named  is  competent  for  the  office,  but  not  that  he  isadaly 

appointed  officer  to  prosecute  on  behalf  of  Her  Majesty  unleas  it  is  made 

so  to  appear. 

The  defect  in  the  record  thus  pointed  out,  was  not  permitted  to  be 
taken  as  a  matter  of  error,  inasmuch  as  no  notice  had  been  specificallj 
given  of  it  by  the  prisoners'  law  adviser ;  but  reference  to  it  was,  we 
think,  properly  allowed  as  a  circumstance  to  be  taken  in  connection  with 
other  evidence  dehors  the  record.  Whether  on  a  writ  of  error,  (if  this 
be  a  case  in  which  error  lies)  or  by  assignment  of  error,  the  record  being 
now  beforo  the  Court,  the  objection  would  not  be  absolutely  foAa^i  ^^ 
are  not  now  called  upon  to  determine.  It  is  enough  for  us  to  decide 
whether  Mr.  Cheeke  had  a  sufficiently  good  commission  from  the  Governor 
to  act  as  an  officer  in  whose  name  all  crimes  may  be  prosecuted  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions.  Mr.  C/ieeke  swears 
that  he  has  so  acted  under  his  first  commission,  (which  has  never  been 
revoked)  and  under  the  warrant  with  the  Royal  Sign  Manual,  and  also 
under  the  second  commission,  or  letters  patent 

Upon  full  consideration,  we  are  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Cheeke^s  Commis- 
sion of  the  2nd  June,  1841,  sufficiently  constituted  him  to  be  the  officer 
in  whose  name  crimes  were  to  be  prosecuted  at  Quarter  Sessions,  and 
that  the  power  of  the  Governor  has  been  exercised  by  him  in  a  manner 
not  open  to  any  objection  available  to  the  prisoners.  It  is  true  that  the 
commission  appoints  him  "  during  the  pleasure  of  the  Governor,  and 
subject  to  the  approval  of  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs,  and  successors. 
Although  the  local  ordinance  does  not  contain  either  of  those  conditions, 
yet  the  introduction  of  them  by  the  Governor,  as  Representative  of  the 
Sovereign,  does  not,  in  our  opinion,  vitiate  the  commission,  and  they 
may  be  rejected  as  mere  surplusage.  They  are  but  supplemental  to  the 
act  of  appointment  by  the  Governor.  There  is  certainly  an  informality 
in  introducing  the  conditions,  but  as  the  Governor  has  in  fact  exercised 
the  power  conferred  upon  liim  by  the  Legislature  in  appointing  this 
gentleman,  the  annexation  of  the  conditions,  though  not  imposed  by  the 
Act,  cannot  be  held  by  this  Court  as  rendering  the  commission  void. 


Dowling  C.J. 
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Whatever  defects  there  may  be  in  the  subsequent  commission  issued  to         1844. 
Mr.  Clieeke,  founded  on  the  warrant  under  the  Royal  Sign  Manual,  we      Regina 
think  that  as  Mr.  Cheeke  has  a  good  commission,  not  superseded,  and      _  ^' 
under  which  he  has  acted,  the  second  may  be  treated  as  inoperative. 
The  mode  in  which  the  Governor  has  exercised  his  power,  by  importing 
into  the  commission  conditions  not  contained  in  the  Act,  has  certainly 
raised  doubt  and  difficulty ;  but  on  the  whole,  we  are  satisfied  that  the 
commission  is  not  void,  though  open  to  the  objection  of  great  irregu- 
larity. 

Were  we  not  satisfied  on  this  point,  the  Court  would  have  been 
greatly  embarrassed  in  dealing  with  the  other  objection,  namely,  that 
supposing  Mr.  Checkers  commission  to  have  been  properly  issued,  still  it 
has  been  superseded  by  a  subsequent  commission  issued  to  Mr.  Rogers 
for  the  same  identical  purposes,  and  duly  notified  in  the  Government 
Gazette, 

Mr.  Rogers  states  in  his  affidavit,  that  whilst  he  was  attending  as 
Clerk  of  the  Peace  at  the  Parramatta  Quarter  Sessions,  on  the  3rd 
January  last,  a  commission  from  the  Governor,  appointing  him  Crown 
Prosecutor,  was  forwarded  to  him  from  the  Colonial  Secretary's  Office, 
without  any  previous  intimation  to,  or  request  from,  him,  and  without 
any  emolument  to  be  derived  therefrom.  Immediately,  by  order  of  the 
Court,  he  read  the  commission  aloud  ;  and  therefore  it  was  objected  by 
tlie  Barristers  present,  and  by  Mr.  Nichols,  attending  as  an  Advocate, 
tliat  the  commission  was  wholly  void ;  and  the  matters  objected  being 
considered,  the  Court  pronounced  it  to  be  void  accordingly.  The  Court 
then  adjourned  till  next  day.  On  the  next  day,  Mr.  Cheeke  performed 
the  duties  of  Crown  Prosecutor,  and  continued  to  do  so  during  that  and 
the  subsequent  Session  in  April,  when  the  prisoners  were  convicted. 
It  does  not  appear  that  Mr.  Rogers  has  surrended  his  commission,  and 
for  anything  to  the  contrary  he  stills  holds  it.  He  does,  however,  state, 
that  he  has  not  claimed  to  execute,  and  has  not  executed  or  qualified, 
by  taking  any  oath  of  office,  or  otherwise  to  claim  or  execute  the  office 
of  Crown  Prosecutor,  and  has  never  been  admitted  an  Advocate  at  the 
Quarter  Sessions  ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  is  and  has  been  excluded  there- 
from by  a  Rule  of  Court,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Act,  4  Victoria,  No. 
22.  From  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  G.  W.  Newcombe^  a  clerk  in  the  Colonial 
Secretary's  Office,  it  appears,  that  according  to  the  usual  practice,  notices 
of  appointments  are  prepared  and  dated  at  the  same  time  as  the  com- 
mission :  and  that  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  commission  to  Mr.  Rogers 
to  act  as  Crown  Prosecutor,  there  was  prepared  and  sent  to  the  Govern^ 
ment  Gazette  a  notice  of  such  appointment,  intended  to  appear  on  the 
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1844.        5th  Janaary  last^  bat  before  the  publication,  he  was  infonned,  and 


BxGiNA      believed  that  it  was  decided  by  the  Goveraor,  that  Mr.  Cheeke  should 
^^'  continue  to  act  as  Crown  Pros^utor;    bat  from  some  oversight  no 

.V    ,.     ^  *  order  was  sent  to  the  Gazette  Office  not  to  insert  the  notification  of  the 
J/owhngCJ.  .         .  «       i_       . 

appointment  of  Mr.  Rogers^  and  the  notifioaticHi  was  therefore  by  mis- 
take published  on  the  5th  January.  It  does  not  appear,  however,  that 
this  mistake  has  ever  been  corrected,  and  consequently  it  must  be  talcen 
that  Mr.  Rogers  still  stands  gazetted  as  Crown  Prosecutor,  and  as  not 
yet  having  surrendered  his  commission. 

Much  discussion  took  place  before  us  as  to  the  effect  of  Mr.  Bogeris 
commission  and  the  publication  of  his  appointment  in  the  GazetU,  as 
having  the  l^gal  consequence  of  superseding  Mr.  Cheeke^ s  commission. 
The  latter  gentleman  swears  that  he  never  resigned  his  commission.  If 
so,  it  would  follow  that  until  a  vacancy  was  created,  the  Governor  could 
not  appoint  anyone  in  his  stead.  It  was  however  ai^ued  by  the  At- 
torney-Greneral  that  Mr.  Rogers's  appointment  was  consistent  with  that 
of  Mr.  Cheeke,  for  by  the  peculiar  wording  of  the  local  ordinance,  the 
Governor  might  appoint  more  than  one  Grown  Prosecutor  for  the 
Quarter  Sessions,  for  the  words  are  "officer  or  ojficers"  but  we  think 
that  these  words  must  be  read  distributively,  and  do  not  import  a 
power  of  appointing  any  number  of  officers  foi;  the  same  Quarter  Ses- 
sions. It  would  seem  that  after  Mr.  Rogers^ s  appointment,  and  before  it 
was  published,  some  communication  took  place  between  the  Governor  and 
Mr.  Cheeke,  and  tlie  Chairman  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  respectively, 
in  which  oral  arrangement  was  made  that  Mr.  Cheeke  should  continue 
to  act  as  Crown  Prosecutor  under  his  commission.  Still  we  have  the 
somewhat  anomalous  fact  of  two  pei*sons  holding  commissions  at  the  same 
time,  from  the  same  authority,  for  the  performance  of  the  same  doty — 
an  irregularity  which  has  led  to  considerable  embarrassment.  It  is  true 
that  the  Quarter  Sessions  adjudged  Mr.  Rogers* s  commission  to  be  void, 
and  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that,  as  a  Court  of  Record,  the  Seasions 
had  not  full  power  and  authority  to  determine  upon  the  fitness  and 
qualifications  of  an  officer  presented  to  them  for  the  conduct  and 
despatch  of  such  important  duties  as  those  of  Crown  Prosecutor,  not- 
withstanding that  Mr.  Rgers  held  a  commission  for  the  purpose.  To 
hold  otherwise,  would,  on  public  grounds,  deprive  a  Court  of  Justice  of 
a  most  important  privilege,  and  lay  it  open  to  have  perhaps  the  most 
unfit  person  thrust  into  an  office,  concerning  the  administration  of 
justice,  for  which  he  was  wholly  disqualified.  Setting  aside  this  consider- 
ation, there  was  the  important  fact,  however,  that  Mr.  Rogers  was  never 
qualified  for  the  office,  nor  accepted  it,  but  repudiated  it. 
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Taking  it  now  that  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Rogers  was  a  mere  mistake, 


V,      . 
HOBQES.* 

DowHng  C.J. 


fiiUen  into  ¥rithoat  dae  consideration  of  the  legal  consequences,  and  that  RboinU. 
Mr.  Cheeke  must  still  be  regarded  as  the  officer  appointed  by  the  Governor, 
in  whose  name  crimes  were  to  be  prosecuted,  we  are  bound  to  hold  for 
the  reason  already  given,  that  that  gentleman's  commission  has  been 
made  in  sufficient  compliance  with  Act  of  Council,  although  we  cannot 
'  but  think  that  His  Excellency  was  ill-advised  in  issuing  a  commission 
with  the  supplemental  conditions  thereto  attached.  These  conditions 
have  given  rise  to  the  laborious  discussion  which  has  ensued,  and  which 
might  easily  have  been  avoided  by  adhering  to  the  terms  of  the  power 
eonferred  by  the  local  Legislature. 

The  second  objection  to  the  judgment  on  the  prisoners,  was,  that  they 
were  tried  at  a  Quarter  Sessions  h olden  simultaneously  with  a  session  of 
Oyer  and  Terminer  and  Goal  Delivery  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  con- 
sequently that  the  jarisdiction  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  was  thereby 
superseded.  It  is  sworn  that  on  the  2nd  April  last,  in  pursuance  of  the 
Governor's  proclamation,  the  Quarter  Sessions  at  which  these  prisoners 
were  tried,  were  holden  at  Parramatta,  and  adjourned  from  day  to  day, 
until  the  4th  of  April,  when  the  trial  took  place,  and  that  on  the  1st, 
2nd,  and  3rd  days  of  the  same  month,  the  Supreme  Court  was  sitting  at 
the  Court  House,  WooUoomooloo,  as  a  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  and 
Greneral  Gaol  Delivery.  These  facts  not  being  denied,  we  are  called  upon 
to  determine  that  the  Quarter  Sessions  had  no  authority  to  try  these 
prisoners,  pending  the  sittings  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  its  criminal 
jurisdiction. 

It  was  contended  that  although  the  prisoners  were  in  fact  tried  on  a 
day  when  the  Supreme  Court  was  not  actually  sitting,  yet  that  made 
no  difference  :  for  in  law,  the  sittings  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  are  but 
one  dayy  and  tiiat  if  they  had  no  power  to  sit  on  the  2nd  they  had  none 
on  the  4th  April,  for  which  2  Saik,  606,  was  cited — an  authority  not 
now  questionable. 

It  is  not  to  be  denied  that  this  Court,  by  the  statute  9  Geo.  IV, 
c.  83,  which  created  it,  has  the  jurisdiction  of  all  the  Four  Courts  of 
Westminster,  and  specially  the  Supreme  jurisdiction  of  the  Queen's 
Bench  over  all  criminal  causes.  By  that  statute  it  i&  at  aU  times  a 
Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  and  (General  Gaol  Delivery ;  and  if  the 
principle  [4  Blacky  266,]  applicable  to  the  Queen's  Bench  at  West- 
minster can  come  into  operation  in  this  colony,  it  follows  as  a  necessary 
consequence  that  no  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  can  exercise  its  power 
in  any  part  of  the  colony  so  long  as  this  Court  sits.     If  the  actual 
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1844.        sitting  of  the  Sapreme  Court,  as  such,  be  the  test,  such  a  consequeace 


Regina  cannot  be  gainsaid,  inasmuch  as  this  Court  is  sitting  almost  throughout 
Hodges  *^®  ^^^^  alternately,  in  its  several  common  law,  equitable,  criminal,  and 
n  .7-  p  T  insolvency  jurisdictions :  for  though  but  one  judge  may  sit  in  the  exer- 
cise of  the  several  jurisdictions  at  a  time,  still  sitting  is  in  law  a  sitting 
of  the  Supreme  Court.  The  mere  sitting  of  the  Court  for  criminal 
causes  only,  would  not  supersede  the  powers  of  the  Quarter  Sessions. ' 
The  sitting  of  the  Court  for  any  purpose  would  have  the  like  effect. 
The  whole  of  the  colony  is  in  law  but  one  county,  as  respects  the  juris- 
diction of  this  Court.  It  is  not  divided  into  separate  counties  as  in 
England.  Nay,  the  Commission  of  the  Peace  is  not  directed  to  magis- 
trates of  any  particular  district  or  county,  but  the  magistrates  ap 
pointed  by  the  Crown  are  justices  for  the  whole  territory,  except  for  the 
City  of  Sydney  and  the  town  of  Melbourne,  into  which  separate  com- 
missions issue.  If,  therefore,  the  Sapreme  Court  is  to  be  regarded  in 
the  same  light  as  the  Queen's  Bench  at  Westminster,  its  sittings  at  anj 
time  (which  may  be  throughout  the  whole  year)  would  give  rise  to  the 
apparently  insuperable  objection  that  no  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  can 
exercise  its  powers  in  any  part  of  the  colony  during  any  such  sittings. 
Does,  however,  this  most  alarming  and  mischievous  consequence  follow  I 
We  apprehend  not.  The  jurisdictions  of  the  Supreme  Court  and  of  the 
several  Quarter  Sessions  of  this  colony,  are  severally  created  by  the 
^ame  statute,  and  derive  their  authority  from  the  same  common  source. 
The  Supreme  Court  has  the  like  jurisdiction  as  the  Queen's  Bench  at 
Westminster,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  it  has  exclusive  jurisdiction 
over  offences  triable  by  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions.  The  same  Act 
that  institutes  the  Supreme  Court,  also  institutes  Courts  of  Quarter 
Sessions,  and  gives  to  these  Courts  the  like  jurisdiction  as  is  vested  in 
the  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  in  England,  as  well  as  an  extensive 
summary  jurisdiction  over  transported  offenders.  The  Suprenae  Court 
may  have  all  the  jurisdictions  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  without  becoming 
*•  the  Queen's  Bench" ;  and  it  may  have  every  portion  of  that  jurisdic- 
tion to  all  intents  and  purposes,  without  its  appropriating  to  itself  also, 
the  fiction  upon  which  the  supposed  analogy  is  founded,  that  the 
Sovereign  is  actually  present  in  person  to  preside  over  its  administra- 
tion. Were  it  not  for  this  fiction  (6),  it  would  be  difficult  to  contend 
that  even  the  sitting  of  the  Queen's  Bench  in  England  would  interfere 
with  the  power  of  any  other  Court.  Supposing,  however,  that  this 
Court  is  simply  to  be  regarded  as  the  Queen's  Bench,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  its  sittings  would  not  interfere  with  the  sittings  of  the  Quarter 

(6.)  7  Bac.  Abr.,  title  Court  K.B. ;  4Blac.  265. 
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Sessions  in  this  colony.  The  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  in  England  1844. 
are  not  created  by  statute,  neither  are  Courts  of  Oyer  and  Terminer.  Regina 
They  sit  in  England  in  each  county  by  virtue  of  the  Queen's  commis- 
sion. It  is  true  they  sit  quarterly  by  statute ;  and  they  have  also  by 
statute  conferred  upon  them  certain  criminal  jurisdiction  j  but  still 
they  derive  their  powers  from  the  Royal  Commission,  issued  to  Justices 
individually  as  Justices  of  the  Fea^ce, 


r. 
H0DGE8. 

Dovling  C.J. 


In  this  colony  the  several  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  are  instituted 
as  "Courts"  specially,  by  name,  by  virtue  of  the  same  statute  which 
gives  jurisdiction  to  this  Court.     Admitting,  therefore,  that  this  Court 
and  the  Queen's  Bench  have  respectively  the  like  jurisdiction,  still  the 
Quarter  Sessions  here  have  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  criminal  cases, 
similar  to  that  exercised  by  Quarter  Sessions  in  England,  notwithstand- 
ing the  sitting  of  the  Supreme  Court,  subject,  however,  to  the  superior 
and  superintending  control  of  this  as  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  colony. 
By  the  statute  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  this  Court  is  vested  with  the  power 
of  fixing  the  times  and  places  at  which  it  shall  hold  its  sittings.  Is  then 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  over  matters  properly  within 
their  powers  to  depend  upon  the  time  and  place  at  which  this  Court 
shall  fix  its  sittings  ?     The  anomaly  has  been  guarded  against  by  the 
Legislature,  in  creating  the  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  distinct  and 
separate  from  the  Supreme  Court,  quite  independently  of  the  principle 
on  which  Quarter  Sessions  exist  in  England.     The  power  of  fixing  the 
time  and  place  at  which  such  Courts  should  be  holden  was  not  in  like 
manner  provided  for  as  the  sittings  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  hence  it 
became  necessary  for  the  local  Legislature  to  interpose.    Accordingly,  by 
the  3  Will.,  lY,  No.  3,  s.  14,  power  is  vested  in  the  Governor  to  fix  the 
tidaes  and  places  in  which  such  sittings  shall  be  holden,  to  be  notified  in 
the  Qovernynent  Gazette,     It  may  be  that  there  is  no  declaration  that 
the  sittings  of  the  Supreme  Court  shall  not  operate  as  a  supercession  of 
the  sittings  of  such  Courts,  but  such  a  declaration,  upon  the  plain  con- 
struction of  the  statute  which  created  them,  was  wholly  unnecessary. 
All  the  fiction  which  is  applicable  in  England  to  the  paramount  pre- 
sence of  the  Queen's  Bench  in  a  county  into  which  a  commission  is 
issued,  really  falls  to  the  ground,  and  is  wholly  inapplicable  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  county  (for  such  it  must  be  regarded  for  the  purpose  of 
this  argument)  of  New  SotUh  Wales,  which  has  two  separate  jurisdic- 
tions created  by  the  statute,  subject  only  to  the  control  of  the  supreme 
over  the  separate  inferior  jurisdiction.     We  are  not  driven  to  argu- 
ments of  convenience  or  inconvenience  in  so  holding,  but.  are  bound  so 
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1844.        to  determine^  from  the  plamly  ezpreflsed  intention  of  Parliament  in  pro- 

Heguta      viding  for  the  due  administration  of  justice  in  New  South  Wales^  in  the 

r. 

HODOES. 


Supreme  Court,  and  the  Ckmrts  of  Quarter  Sessions  respectiTely. 


Doiding  O.J.  It  appears  to  us,  therefore,  that  the  seemingly  cogent  objection  to  the 
sittings  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  in  this  case,  concurrently  with  those  of 
the  Supreme  Court  in  its  Criminal  Jurisdiction,  is  really  without  foun 
datlon.  The  Judges  by  Rule  of  Court  fixed  its  sittings  for  the  Ist  April, 
without  reference  to  the  Quarter  Sessions,  and  the  Governor,  in  virtue 
of  the  local  Act,  appointed  the  Quarter  Sessions  to  be  holden  in  Parra- 
matta  at  the  same  time ;  but  as  he  had  the  power  of  so  doing,  it  appears 
to  us  that  there  is  no  analogy  between  the  sittings  of  this  Court  and  that 
of  the  Queen's  Bench  sittings  in  an  English  county  into  which  a  Com- 
mission  from  the  Crown  had  issued  to  Justices  or  others  to  constitute  a 
Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer. 

Admitting  it  to  be  argumentatively  doubtful  whether  this  Court  ham 
exercised  lawful  authority  in  granting  a  certiorari  for  the  purpose  of 
correcting  errors  of  fact,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the  Quarter 
Sessions  in  matters  not  appearing  upon  the  record,  these  prisoners  have 
had  the  advantage  of  a  most  elaborate  investigation  of  their  case,  and 
after  full  deliberation,  we  are  of  opinion  that  in  this  mode  of  proceeding 
there  is  no  ground  for  disturbing  the  judgment,  and  consequently  they 
must  be  remanded  in  execution  of  the  sentence  of  the  Court  below. 

If  they  have  any  other  remedy  for  disturbing  the  judgment,  they 
must  take  such  steps  for  that  purpose  as  they  may  be  ad\'ised. 

Let  the  prisoners  be  remanded  to  Her  Majesty's  Gaol  at  Parramatta. 

Prisoners  remanded  to  former  custody. 
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[Insolvkncy  Jurisdiction.] 

In  re  COXEN.  (1)  1844. 


Junt  5. 
Amgameni  for  benefit  of  creditors — DeUe  <y  execution  by  majority  in  number  and 

valve— 6  Vic,  No.  9,  sece.  33,  34,  ami  37—5  Vie.,  No,  17,  sec.  5—7  Vic,  No,  I>oioling  G.J. 
19,  sec  8 — Mortgagee — Contingent  creditors. 

An  assignment  by  a  debtor  of  all  his  property  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors  according  to  the  forms  laid  down  by  ss.  33  and  34,  5  Vic,  No.  9,  is 
exempted  from  the  operation  of  5  Vic,  No.  17»  sec.  5,  rendering  it  an  act  of  insol* 
vency^  by  7  Vic,  No.  19,  sec  8. 

Held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  majority  in  number  and  value  of  the 
creditors  should  sign  the  deed  before  notification  in  the  Government  Gazette,  &c, 
thai  the  deed  became  operative  so  soon  as  it  was  so  executed,  and  that  this 
execution  must  take  place  before  the  debtor's  estate  is  placed  under  sequestration. 

A  mortgagee,  in  the  absence  of  any  provisions  in  the  Act  to  the  contrary,  may 
be  included  in  the  number  of  such  creditors  entitled  to  sign,  if  his  debt  be  due. 

Holders  of  contingent  liabilities  of  the  debtor  (here,  holders  of  bills  endorsed  by 
the  debtor)  cannot  be  included  in  the  number  of  such  creditors. 

Oreditoi^B  petition  under  sec.  13  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  5  Vic, 
N^o.  17,  praying  that  the  estate  of  Stephen  Coaeen  might  be  sequestrated 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  founded  on  a  fraudulent  assignment,  and 
an  unsatisfied  judgment  debt. 

On  May  9  a  Judge's  order  had  been  obtained,  on  giving  security  for 
costs,  by  W,  B.  Carlyie,  the  petitioning  creditor,  placing  the  estate  under 
sequestration.  Notice  having  been  given  by  the  debtor  of  his  intention 
to  dispute  the  matters  of  tho  petition,  tlie  case  was  argued  by  Windeyer, 
for  the  petitioner,  and  Manning,  for  the  debtor.  It  was  admitted  that 
the  debtor  had  executed  on  the  25th  April,  1844,  a  deed  of  assignment 
of  the  whole  of  his  estate  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  in  conformity, 
as  alleged,  with  the  Acts,  5  Via,  No.  9,  and  7  Yic,  No.  19,  seo.  8, 
amending  5  Vic.,  No.  17,  sec.  5.  The  deed  was  executed  on  the  same 
day  by  the  debtor,  and  the  three  trustees  therein  named,  in  the  presence 
of,  and  attested  by,  WHliam  Dawes,  Esq.,  a  magistrate,  and  duly  regis- 
tered, and  the  execution  notified  in  the  Government  Gazette  and  one  other 
Sydney  newspaper  within  fourteen  days  from  the  date  thereof.  A 
majority  in  number,  but  not  in  value,  of  the  creditors,  signed  the  deed 
before  the  date  of  the  petition,  and  others  had  since  signed,  bringing  up 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  June  7.  13,  20,  27,  and  28,  1844.    This  case  Lb 

cited  9  N.S.W.  L.R.  122. 
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1S14.        the  signatures  to  a  majority  in  value  (as  alleged  by  the  debtor).     The 
In  re        principal  point  argued  was  whether  it  was  necessary  to  the  validity  of 
CoxEN.       ^jjg  deed,  that  the  signatures  of  the  creditors  should  be  made  before  the 
Doirling  C.J.  notification  in  the  Gazette,  «fec. 

Cur.  adv,  vult. 

The  Chief  Justice.  The  question  raised  on  this  application  is  no 
doubt  one  of  considerable  importance.  In  deciding  it,  the  Court  has 
not  been  influenced  by  any  consideration  of  the  consequences,  one  way 
or  the  other,  of  a  decision,  in  this,  or  in  any  bygone,  or  future  case  of 
like  kind.  The  simple  question  is,  wliether  upon  a  fair  and  intelligible 
construction  of  the  Acts  of  Council  under  consideration,  the  deed  of 
assignment  executed  by  Mr.  Coxen  in  the  manner  proved,  or  admitted, 
can  be  treated  as  an  act  of  insolvency,  subjecting  him  to  a  compulsory 
sequestration  of  his  estate. 

There  has  been  no  impeachment  of  this  instrument,  on  the  ground  of 
moral  fraud — want  of  consideration — or  unfairness  towards  any  of  his 
creditors.  It  is  conceded  that  it  is  an  assignment  of  all  his  estate,  real 
and  personal,  for  the  benefit  of  aU  his  creditors, — that  the  schedule 
annexed  contains  a  true  and  just  list  of  his  creditors  at  the  time  of  its 
execution  ;  that  the  present  petitioner  is  amongst  the  number ;  that  it 
has  been  executed  by  him  and  his  trustees  respectively,  in  the  presence 
of,  and  attested  by,  a  magistrate  ;  that  it  has  been  registered  and  duly 
notified,  according  to  law,  in  the  Government  Gazette,  and  in  a  newspaper 
published  in  Sydney,  within  fourteen  days  of  its  execution,  and  that  it 
has  all  the  indicia'  in  confornQity  with  the  Act  of  Council,  short  only  of 
non-execution  by  a  majority  hi  number  and  in  valtie  of  the  creditors,  at 
the  time  of  its  publication.  The  question  is,  whether  this  is  a  defect 
which  justifies  this  Court  in  holding  within  the  meaning  of  the  6th 
section  of  the  Act  5  Vic,  No.  17,  that  Mr.  Coxen  has  committed  an 
act  of  insolvency  hy  frauduUntly  alienating  his  property. 

The  assignment  professes  to  be  made  in  conformity  with  the  Act 
5  Yic,  No.  9,  sections  33  and  34.  Assignments  of  this  kind,  made 
under  that  Act,  before  the  passing  of  the  General  Insolvent  Act,  5  Vic, 
No.  17,  were  by  the  Gth  section  of  the  lattei?  Act  protected ;  and  but 
for  the  passing  of  7  Vic,  No.  17,  any  such  assignments  afterwards 
would  not  have  been  so  protected.  By  that  Act,  however  (section  8), 
after  reciting  the  5th  section  of  5  Vic,  No.  17,  and  the  33rd  and  34th 
sections  of  5  Vic,  No.  9,  enacts,  "  that  after  the  passing  of  this  Act^  no 
conveyance  or  assignment,  which  shall  be  made  under,  and  executed  in 
conformity  w^ith,  the  provisions  of  5  Vic,  No.    9,  shall  be  deemed 
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fraudulent  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  Act  5  Yic,  No.  17,  or         IS44. 
shall  he  void  under,  or  be  in  any  manner  affected  hy,  the  same,  or  any        jj^  ^^ 
part  thereof ;  nor  shall  any  person,  haying  executed  any  such  convey-       Coxen. 
ance  or  assignment  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  5  Vic,  No.  9,  £>oiding  C.J. 
be  afterwards  liable  to  be  adjudged  insolvent  by  reason  thereof ;  or  of 
his  not  pointing  out  to  the  Sheriff,  or  his  oi&cers,  any  property  belonging 
to  him  su6Scient  to  satisfy  any  writ  in  the  hands  of  such  Sheriff,  any- 
thing in  the  Act  5  Vic,  No.  17,  notwithstanding." 

The  point  then  in  controversy  is,  whether  by  the  reasonable  construc- 
tion of  the  33rd  and  34bh  sections,  taken  severally,  this  assignment  has 
not  for  the  purposes  of  excluding  Mr.  Coxen  from  the  operation  of  the 
5  Vic,  No.  17,  bsen  executed  in  conformity  with  the  5  Vic,  No.  9  ? 

There  is  an  obvious  want  of  congruity  between  the  provisions  of  the 
33rd  and  34th  sections  respectively,  as  to  their  several  operations.  By 
the  33rd  section  '^  After  the  passing  of  that  Act,  any  debtor  who  shall 
execute  a  conveyance  to  trustees  of  all  his  estate  and  effects,  for  the 
benefit  of  all  his  creditors  (to  be  named  in  a  schedule  annexed  to  such 
deed,  with  the  amount  due  to  them  respectively),  and  such  deed  shall  be 
executed  by  such  debtor  and  trustees,  and  by  the  majority  in  number 
and  in  value  of  such  creditors,  or  by  the  agents  of  such  of  them  as  shall 
be  absent  from  the  colony."  Then  what  benefit  is  to  be  derived  there- 
from ?  Why  ! — "  the  person  of  such  debtor,  from  and  after  the  publica- 
tion of  such  notice  after  mentioned  shall  he  absolutely  free  from  arrest  on 
execution  at  the  suit  of  any  creditor  named  in  such  schedule,  in  respect 
of  any  debt  or  sum  therein  included." 

There  is  here  no  provision  made  as  to  the  time  and  mode  of  execution 
by  creditors^  nor  is  there  any  declaration  of  the  operation  of  the  deed, 
beyond  that  of  freeing  the  person  of  the  assignor  from  arrest  As  far 
therefore  as  freeing  the  person  of  the  debtor  from  arrest  (when  by  law 
imprisonment  for  debt  was  in  full  force),  it  may,  I  apprehend,  well  con- 
sist with  a  clause  so  worded,  that  the  debtor  should  not  be  exempt  from 
arrest,  unless  the  deed  is  executed  in  the  manner  therein  precisely  pro- 
vided. Freedom  from  arrest  was  the  only  advantage  to  be  gained  by 
the  debtor.  That  advantage  might  depend  upon  strict  conformity  with 
the  terms  of  the  clause.  Arrest  for  debt,  except  in  certain  excepted 
cases,  is  now  abolished,  and  therefore  the  requisites  of  a  deed  with  the 
view  to  protect  the  person  of  the  debtor  are  no  longer  obligatory.  The 
effect  of  this  deed  must  tlien  depend  as  it  appears  to  me  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  34th  section.     Now  when  we  come  to  the  34th  section, 
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1844.        we  do  find  provisioQ  for  the  time  and  mode  of  ezecating  the  deed  by  the 

Inf^e        debtor  and  his  trustees^  so  as  to  divest  him  of  bis  estate  for  the  benefit 

CoxxN.       Qf  \^  creditors,  and  we  find,  also,  a  distinct  provision  for  giving  the 

DoHing  C.J,  creditors  time  and  opportunity  for  eaeeeutimg  it,  if  they  are  so  minded, 

quite  different  from  that  of  the  execution  of  the  debtor  and  the  trustees ; 

and  by  the  37  th  section,  we  have  a  declaration  of  the  operation  of  the 

deed,  not  as  it  affects  the  debtor's  person  bat  the  property  assigned  by 

the  deed. 

The  34th  section  enacts,  by  way  of  proviso,  ''That  every  such  deed 
shall  be  executed'' :  by  whom — at  what  time— and  in  the  presence  of 
whom  1  By  such  debtor  and  trustees  respectively,  in  the  j^reeence  of, 
and  shall  be  attested  by^  some  justice  of  tfie  pea/ieJ^  There  ia  here  no 
provision  that  the  execution  by  the  majority  of  the  creditors  in  number 
and  in  value  shall  be  eo  in^anti  with  the  insolvent  and  the  trustees,  or 
even  in  the  presence  of  any  body.  But  there  is  a  provision  as  to  them 
as  follows  : — "  And  that  a  notice  of  the  same  "  (that  is,  of  the  execa- 
tion  by  the  debtor  and  the  trustees)  "  attested  in  like  manner,  and 
stating  trvJ.g  where  stick  eked  is  lying  for  inspectiofi  €uid  easeeu^ion," 
(that  is  by  the  creditors)  "  shall  within  fourteen  days  next  after  aich 
execution  "  (that  is  by  the  debtor  and  trustees)  "  be  published  in  the 
Government  Gazette  and  one  other  newspi4>er  published  in  Sydney." 

To  what  intent  was  this  notice  to  be  given  ?  and  why  was  a  place  to 
be  assigned  for  inspection  and  execution,  but  in  contemplation  of  giving 
creditors  an  opportunity,  after  fourteen  days'  notice,  of  signing  and 
sealing  the  deed  ?  It  must  be  obvious  that  the  Legislature  by  requiring 
this  public  notice,  contemplated  the  improbability,  if  not  impossibility, 
in  many  cases,  from  the  wide  extent  of  the  colony,  of  obtaining  the 
execution  of  the  deed  by  a  majority  in  number  and  in  value  of  creditors 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  by  the  insolvent  and  the  trustees,  or  even 
within  fourteen  days  of  their  execution.  As  far  as  the  debtor  and  the 
trustees,  whose  execution  was  attested  in  the  presence  of  and  by  a 
magistrate,  were  concerned  the  deed  so  executed  was  a  complete  deed 
before  the  notification  in  the  manner  prescribed.  What  then  was  the 
object  of  the  notification,  but  to  apprise  creditors  that  it  had  been 
so  executed  by  the  debtor  and  the  trustees,  and  to  give  them  the 
opportunity  of  coming  in  and  taking  the  benefit  of  it,  by  joining 
in  the  execution  %  If,  indeed,  the  Legislature  had,  in  terms,  ex- 
acted  that  before  notificoMon^  in  order  to  render  it  operative  iqxiii 
the  estate  of  the  debtor,  it  must  be  executed  by  a  majority,  in 
number  and   in  value,  of  the  creditors,  there  could   have  been   no 
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difficulty.     There  would  have  been  an  end  to  the  question.     But  no        1844. 


time  being  fixed  for  execution  hj  the  creditors,  bub  a  time  being  fixed  jn  re 
within  whichy  and  the  manner  in  which,  it  shall  be  executed  bj  the  Goxks. 
debtor  and  trustees,  the  reasonable  construction  is  that  cw  soon  as  it  fowling  C.J. 
shall  be  executed  by  a  majority  in  number  and  in  value  of  the  creditors, 
then  it  shall  have  the  eflfect  declared  by  the  37th  section,  namely  of 
vesting  absolutely  all  liie  estate  of  the  debtor  in  the  trustees  for  the 
purposes  declared  in  the  deed.  It  does  not  appear  to  me,-  that  the 
language  of  the  37th  is  inconsistent  with  the  construction  which  the 
Court  puts  upon  the  34th  section.  The  power  of  arre&ting  for  debt 
being  now  gone,  and  the  33rd  section  being  no  longer  operative  as  it 
respects  the  person  of  the  debtor — the  37th  enacts  '*  that  after  the 
execution  of  any  such  deed  ao  execiUed " — i,e,  by  the  debtor  and  his 
truafcees^  in  tfaeptewance  (^  wmd  attested  by,  a  magistrate^  "and  after 
the  publication  of  such  nptice  thereof  as  in  that  behalf  is  hereinafter 
required,''  the  property  of  the  debtor  shall  absolutely  vest  in  the 
troaiees,  at  men  as  (aeoording  to  my  construction  of  the  34th  section)  a 
majority  in  number  and  in  value  of  the  creditors  shall  have  executed. 
I  confess  that  the  point  ia  not  free  from  doubt  and  difficulty  ;  but  con- 
tempiatiwg^  aa  the  Legislature  appears  to  have  done,  by  requiring  notice 
to  be  puUished  within  fourteen  days,  that  it  might  be  impoaaible  from 
a  variety  of  circumstanoes,  for  a  debtor,  hoiUifide  executing  such  a  deed, 
to  procure  the  execution  of  a  majority  in  number  and  in  value  of  his 
creditorsi  within  fourteen  days,  I  think  it  is  not  an  unreasonable  con- 
struction of  the  34th  section  to  hold,  that  a  deed  executed  in  the 
manner  therein  pointed  out  and  duly  notified  as  required,  becomes 
operative  «o  soon  as  a  majority  in  number  and  in  value  of  the  creditors- 
shall  have  executed.  Agreeably  to  this  construction,  the  Court  is 
driven  to  hold  that  tmiiU  it  is  so  executed  by  a  majority  in  number  and 
in  value,  it  would  not  be  operaiiva  No  time  being  fixed  for  the 
craditors  to  come  in  and  execute,  undoubtedly  it  would  then  remain  in 
abeyance  until  such  a  majority  had  executed.  In  the  present  case  it  ia 
conooded  that  now  (that  is)  at  the  time  the  Court  was  called  upon,  on 
the  29th  May,  to  adjfuiiecUe  iq>on  the  present  petition,  a  majority  in 
number  and  in  value  have  executed^  and  noting  the  absence  of  any  limit 
of  time  within  which  the  creditors  shall  execute,  I  think  I  am  bound  to 
hold  that  this  deed  has  now  absolutely  vested  the  estate  of  the  insolvent 
in  the  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  all  his  creditors — ^including  the  present 
petitioner,  and  that  the  deed  operates  as  a  bar  to  the  other  act  of  insol- 
vency relied  upon,  depending  for  its  effect  upon  the  validity  of  the 
assignment  under  5  Vic,  No.  9,  now  legalized  by  7  Vic,  No.  19,  sec.  8. 
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1844.  Had  the  Court  entertained  any  insuperable  difficulty  in  arri\dng  at 


In  re  ^^^  conclusion  thus  enunciated,  I  should  have  had  some  doubt  in 
CoxEN.  holding  that  such  an  assignment  was  an  act  of  insolvency  within  the 
Doipling  C,J,  intent  and  meaning  of  the  5th  section  of  5  Vic.  No.  17,  on  which  the 
petition  is  founded.  Could  it  be  said  upon  the  plain  purview  of  that 
section,  that  this  was  b.  fraudulent  alienation  when  the  whole  scope  and 
object  of  the  deed  was  to  give  up  everything  the  debtor  had  in  the 
world  for  the  benefit  of  all  his  creditors  ?  It  is  free  from  all  the  badges 
of  fraud  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  Insolvency  Act  to  denounce. 
Executed  by  himself  and  the  trustees  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested 
by  a  public  functionary,  and  notified  to  the  world  in  the  Government 
Gazette,  and  a  public  newspaper ;  I  cannot  but  think  (in  the  absence  of 
any  latent  or  patent  vice  in  the  instrument)  that  it  would  be  a  \^olent 
construction  to  hold,  that  a  debtor  so  acting,  had  made  a  Jraudtdeni 
assignment  within  the  meaning  of  the  section  on  which  the  petition  was 
based.  It  is  obvious  that  the  fraudulent  alienation  therein  contem- 
plated, which  shall  be  deemed  to  constitute  an  act  of  insolvency,  is  some 
underhanded,  dishonest,  or  preferent  disposition  of  the  property  of  the 
debtor  to  the  prejudice  of  his  creditors  generally,  and  not  the  open  and 
fair  assignment  of  all  his  estate  to  the  trustees  for  the  very  purpose  of 
ratable  distribution  amongst  all  to  whom  he  is  indebted.  This  is  a  case 
which  fells  within  none  of  the  other  sections  of  the  Act^  5  Vic.,  No.  17. 
relating  to  fraudulent  alienations ;  for  they  all  contemplate  individual 
preferences  or  undue  advantage  given  to  particular  creditors.  The 
proviso  to  the  6th  section  of  Act  declares  that  conveyances  of  tlie 
kind  now  under  consideration  shall  not  be  deemed  fraudulent  or  void 
within  the  meaning  of  that  Act.  The  7  Vic.  No.  19,  sec.  8,  makes  the 
like  declaration ;  but  even  if  this  deed  had  not  been  executed  strictly  in 
the  manner  contended  for  in  support  of  the  petition,  I  am  bound  to  say 
that  I  should  have  hesitated  in  pronouncing  the  execution  of  it^  with 
the  intent  and  object  in  view,  B,fravdulent  alienation  within  the  meaning 
of  the  section  on  which  the  petition  rests.  Being  of  opinion,  however, 
for  the  reasons  already  given,  that  this  deed  of  assignment  has  been 
executed  conformably  with  the  34th  section  of  5  Vic.  No.  9,  and  was  on 
the  29th  May,  at  the  time  the  petition  was  submitted  for  adjudication^ 
in  fact ;  executed  by  a  majority  in  number  and  in  vahie  of  ike  creditors, 
I  must  supersede  the  order  for  placing  Mr,  Coxen^s  estate  under  seques- 
tration, and  dismiss  the  petition  ;  and  I  do  so  adjudge  accordingly ;  but 
I  cannot  say  that  the  petition  (in  the  language  of  the  27th  section)  was 
unfounded  and  vexatious,  or  malicious,  I  simply  pronounce  that  it  be 
dismissed. 
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After  the  delivery  of  the  above  judgment,  it  was  stated  by  Windeyer        1844. 
that  it  had  not  been  admitted,  that,  at  the  time  when  the  petition  was        ^nre 
brought  on  for  adjudication,  a  majority  in  number  and  in  value  of  the       CJoxkn, 
creditors  had  executed  the  deed,  and  permission  having  been  given  to 
speak  to  the  matter  on  June  12,  on  that  date  the  case  was  again 
adjourned  to  June  19  for  production  of  evidence  on  the  point  at  issue. 

On  this  day,  after  further  evidence,  the  Court  reserved  judgment.  j^int  19. 

Judgment  was  delivered  by  the  Chief  Justice  after  consultation  with 
the  other  Judges  as  follows : — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  matter  came  on  again  for  discussion  on  Jtme,  26. 
last  Wednesday,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  a  majority,  in 
number  and  in  value,  of  Mr.  CoxerCs  creditors  had,  in  due  season, 
executed  the  deed  of  assignment  by  him  on  the  23rd  of  April  last,  of 
his  property  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  all  his  creditors.  On 
the  29th  ultimo,  when  the  case  was  first  before  the  Court,  certain  oral 
admissions  were  made,  which  led  the  Court  to  believe  that  up  to  that 
moment  of  time  a  majority  both  in  number  and  in  value  of  the  creditors 
had  executed ;  and  on  that  understanding  the  petition  was,  on  the  5th 
instant,  ordered  to  be  dismissed.  Upon  being  apprised,  however,  that 
the  Court  had  misapprehended  the  extent  of  the  admission,  I  allowed 
the  case  to  be  spoken  to  again  on  Wednesday  last.  On  that  day  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  petitioner  prayed  that  he  might  not  be  bound 
by  mere  oral  admissions,  which  were  liable  to  misapprehension,  and 
required  that  the  alleged  insolvent  should  be  put  to  the  strict  proof  of 
bis  case  in  the  regular  way,  and  establish  that  the  deed  had  been  duly 
executed  by  a  majority  in  number  and  in  value  of  his  creditors.  Accord* 
ingly,  the  case  was  again  opened  for  discussion,  without  regard  to  first 
impressions. 

It  was  however  conceded,  that  it  had  been  duly  proved  on  a  former 
day,  that  the  deed  had  been  executed  by  Mr.  Caxen  and  his  trustees,  in 
the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  a  magistrate,  and  within  fourteen  days 
from  execution,  notified  in  the  Government  GazeiUj  and  in  one  Sydney 
newspaper,  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  5  Vic,  No.  9,  sec.  34 ;  but  it  was 
then  insisted  that  the  alleged  insolvent  must  establish  that  the  persons 
who  had  been  scheduled  as  creditors,  trere,  in  /act,  creditors  ;  for  other- 
wise it  might  be,  that  though  the  signatures  to  the  names  were  genuine, 
yet  it  did  not  necessarily  follow,  that  they  were  the  signatures  of 
creditors.  The  most  ready  means  of  clearing  up  this  point,  if  necessary, 
was,  to  call  Mr.  Coxen  himself,  and  examine  him  upon  the  subject ;  but 
it  did  not  appear  that  be  was  in  attendance,  and  he  was  certainly  not 
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1844.        examined.     There  was,  in  &ct,  no  proof  that  the  x^eraons  ngning  the 
l^       cleed  were  careditora,  nor  was  there  any  evidence  that  the  signatures  ip*» 
-CoxBN.      genuine.    One  gentleman,  a  clerk  to  the  solicitor  of  the  alleged  imolTent^ 
Dowling  C.J.  proved  that  tinder  powers  of  attorney  he  signed  for  nine  parties,  sop- 
posed  to  be  resident  in  the  colony  ;  but  he  did  not  know  Uiat  they  ven 
creditors  of  Mr.  Caxen  ;  nor  did  he  even  know  of  there  being  penons 
actually  in  existenca     Nay,  there  was  no  proof  of  the  dae  exeoatioa  of 
the  power  under  which  he  acted.     The  Court  does  not  go  the  length  of 
holding  that  it  was  necessary  to  prove  that  the  parties  signing  were  in 
fact  creditors,  because  if  there  was  any  fraud  in  this  particular,  it  woald 
have  been  a  ground  for  setting  the  deed  aside,  under  the  36th  section 
of  the  Act ;  but  I  think  it  was  necessary  to  prove  the  siffnatures  to  the 
deed.     These  were,  however,  not  proved.     Besting  upon  the  failare  of 
evidence  (assuming  the  proof  to  have  been  necessary)  the  opposition  to 
the  ex  2^fte  order  for  placing  Mr.  CoxerCs  estate  under  sequestration 
must  have  failed ;  but  it  being  contended  that  the  execution  of  the  deed 
of  assignment  by  creditors  was  not  necessary  at  all,  so  long  as  it  wis 
executed  by  the  insolvent  and  the  trustees,  in  the  presence  of  and 
attested  by  a  magistrate,  and  within  fourteen  days  duly  notified  in  tno 
Go-oemmffrU  Gazette  and  in  a  Sydney  newspaper,  in  pursuance  of  5  Vic-» 
No.  9,  sec.  34  ;  the  question  was  again  opened,  whether  such  a  deed  so 
executed  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  all  creditors,  without  proof  of  execti- 
tion  by  a  minority  in  number  and  in  value  of  creditors  was  an  act  of 
insolvency  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  5  Vic,  Na  I'l 
sec.  5.     This  being  treated  at  the  re-hearing  as  the  most  important  qnos- 
tion  in  the  case,  and  upon  which  a  solemn  decision  of  the  Court  was 
involved,  more  serious  attention  has  been  applied  to  it  than  was  in- 
cidentally manifested  on  a  former  occasion,  when  a  dotibt  was  suggested 
whether  such  an  assignment  so  executed  could  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  Insolvent  Act  be  deemed  an  act  of  insolvency.     In  the  consideration 
of  this  question,  I  have  availed  myself  of  a  conference  with  my  learneo 
'l>rethren  of  the  bench,  and  I  am  now  to  notify  it  as  our  unaniffi<'O0 
opinion  that  an  assignment  by  such  a  deed,  not  executed  by  a  niaj<''^ 
in  number  and  in  value  of  the  creditors  named  in  the  schedule,  in 
pursuance  of  5  Vic.,  No.  9,  sees.  33  and  3-4,  is  an  act  of  insolvency 
^tbin  the  meaning  of  5  Vic,  No.  17,  sec.  5. 

It  cannot  be  disputed  that,  j^rimafacie^  such  a  deed  is  in  contempl*' 

tion  of  law  fraudulent  as  against  creditors.     This  is  the  gerurai  ^ 

applicable  to  such  instruments,  and  that  rule  is  proved  by  the  expt** 

'protection  given  to*  them  by  the  Legislature,  in  the  Acts  5  Vic,  No.  ^t 

sec.  33,  34,  and  37,  and  7  Vic,  Na   19,  sec.  8,  provided  <%  ^ 
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eoeeciUed  by  a  majorUy  in  ntanher  mid  in  vcUue  of  the  credilors.  If  they  1844. 
•were  prima  fade  lawful,  there  would  be  no  need  of  such  protection.  Tiirc 
This  being  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  general  point  so  raised,  Coxeit. 
the  question  is  whether  this  deed  was  executed  in  due  season  by  a  DowlUigCJ, 
majority  in  number  and  in  value  of  the  creditors  named  in  the  schedule  ? 
Kef  erring  again  to  the  reasonable  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  33rd 
and  34th  sections  of  the  Act  5  Vic,  No.  9,  my  learned  brethren  concur 
with  me  in  my  former  opinion  that  the  execution  in  number  and  in 
value  by  creditors  need  not  necessarily  take  place  simultaneously  with 
the  insolvent  and  his  trustees  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  a 
magistrate,  to  give  it  validity ;  but  we  are  agreed  that  such  execution 
must  take  place  before  the  deed  becomes,  under  37  th  section,  operative 
to  vest  the  estate  indefeasibly  in  the  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 
No  time,  however,  having  been  limited  within  which  the  creditors  shall 
execute,  I  was  strongly  impressed  with  opinion  that  if  this  deed  had 
been  executed  by  a  majority  in  number  and  in  value  at  the  period  of 
time  when  the  Court  was  called  upon  to  (Adjudicate  upon  the  petition 
for  sequestration  (assuming  the  fact  to  be  so),  that  woald  be  sufficient 
to  protect  the  alleged  insolvent  from  the  operation  of  the  Insolvent  Act 
Upon  more  advised  consideration,  I  think  that  the  period  of  time  at 
which  the  majority  of  the  creditors  must  be  made  to  appear  to  have 
executed,  was  on  or  prior  to  the  9th  of  May  last,  when  the  Insolvent 
Law  was  set  in  motion,  and  the  estate  of  the  debtor  placed,  by  the 
order  of  a  Judge,  under  sequestration.  In  the  absence  of  any  limita- 
tion of  time,  within  which  the  creditors  should  execute,  it  appears  to 
me  that  it  was  competent  to  any  dissatisfied  creditor  to  interfere  and 
treat  the  assignment,  if  not  duly  executed,  as  an  act  of  insolvency,  and 
if  at  the  time  of  such  interposition,  and  order  made  thereon,  it  was  not 
completed,  it  could  not  be  perfected  in  the  interval,  between  the  order 
for  sequestration  and  the  final  judgment  of  the  Court  thereon.  It  might 
be  mere  matter  of  accident  when  the  adjudiccUion  on  the  petition  would 
take  place,  and  it  is  more  consistent  with  reason,  that  the  effect  of  the 
instrument  should  have  reference  to  the  time  when  the  order  for  seques- 
tration was  granted ;  for  otherwise,  a  door  might  be  opened  for  an 
active  canvass  for  signatures,  irrespectively  of  the  interests  of  creditors 
who  might  not  be  satisfied  with  the  conduct  of  the  supposed  insolvent, 
.or  might  not  choose  to  approve  of  the  trustees  appointed.  Taking  this 
more  adviaed  view  of  a  point,  which  was  however  not  much  discussed  or 
prosaed  at  the  former  hearing,  I  think  the  question  as  to  when  the  deed 
was  executed  by  a  majority  in  number  and  in  value  most  be  determined 
with  reference  to  the  date  of  the  order  for  sequestration. 
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1844.  Now,  it  was  not  pretended  that  on  the  9th  May,  which  was  the  date 

^jyg        of  the  order,  that  a  majority  in  number  cmd  in  value  had  executed.    The 

CoxEN.       calculation  of  the  accountant  examined,  had  reference  to  the  29th  May, 

Dowling  C.J.  and  in  that  calculation  he  included  as  a  creditor  a  mortgagee  for  £3,000, 

who  must  be  supposed  to  have  had  a  valuable  security  for  her  debt,  and 

excluding  a  vast  number  of  contingent  creditors  who  held  notes  of  hand, 

some  at  long  dates,  drawn  by  the  supposed  insolvent's  brother,  and 

endorsed  by  him. 

Two  questions  incidentally  arose,  whether  a  mortgagee  having  valu- 
able landed  security  for  a  debt  could  be  counted  as  a  creditor  signing 
such  a  deed ;  and,  secondly,  whether  the  holdera  of  contingent  liabil- 
ities of  the  supposed  insolvent,  not  capable  of  being  enforced  at  the  time 
the  deed  was  executed  could  be  considered  as  actual  creditors.  Upon 
the  first  point,  my  brother  judges  concur  with  me  in  thinking  that 
for  purposes  of  such  a  deed  it  is  impossible  to  deny  (if  his  debt  be  dne) 
that  he  may  be  counted  as  a  creditor,  in  the  absence  of  any  provision 
to  the  contrary  contained  in  the  Act.  On  the  second,  they  think  with 
me  that  the  holders  of  contingent  liabilities  of  the  insolvent  could  not 
be  counted  in  number  and  value  as  creditors  with  reference  to  such  a 
deed  ;  although  by  the  40th  section  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  5  Vic,  No. 
17,  adequate  provision  is  made  for  the  proof  of  such  debts  against  the 
estate  of  a  declared  insolvent. 

In  the  present  case,  some  of  the  debts  set  forth  in  the  schedule  as 
contingent,  had  become  before  the  9th  May  absolute,  by  the  dishonour 
of  some  of  the  notes  by  the  maker,  Mr.  Coxen  being  the  endorser. 

Not  being  able  to  collect  that  on  or  before  the  9th  May  last,  the 
assignment  by  Mr.  Coxen  was  executed  by  a  majority  in  number,  and 
in  value  of  his  creditors^  the  Court  is  bound  to  hold  that  he  has  com- 
mitted an  act  of  insolvency  within  the  meaning  of  the  5th  section  of 
the  Act  6  Vic,  No.  17,  and  consequently  his  estate  must  be  placed 
under  sequestration  absolutely. 

The  effect  of  this  decision  may  be  of  grave  consequence  in  other 
cases  ;  but  it  is  the  province  of  the  Legislature  to  make  more  adequate 
provision  for  giving  effect  to  such  assignments,  if  it  be  thought  desir- 
able to  have  a  different  system  for  relieving  embarrassed  debtors,  con- 
currently with  that  which  is  provided  by  the  general  Insolvent  Law. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  provisions  of  the  Act  for  the  Advance- 
ment of  Justice,  on  this  subject,  were  introduced  into  that  Act,  at  a 
time  when  no  general  insolvent  law  was  in  force ;  and  since  the  latter 
measure  has  been  adopted,  further  enactments  have  become  necessary 
to  give  full  effect  to  the  voluntary  assignment  system,  in  so  far  as  it  is 

affected  by  the  general  law. 

Sequestration  confirmed. 
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REGINA  V.  NICHOL  and  PRITCHARD.  (1)  lui. 


Burglary  in  a  dweUing  house— Office  under  separate  roqf—Communicathn — 7  and  8       Juiy  27. 

Oeo.  IVy  C.29 — Joint  oecupaUon,  «.     x      /^  t 

Stephen  U.  «l  • 

The  prisoners  were  found  guilty  of  burglary  in  the  dwelling  Jiouse  of  B„  and  of 

stealing  therein  property  of  B,  and  his  partners.    Two  questions  were  reserved  for 

consxderation,  viz. : — whether  the  place  broken  into  (an  office,  part  of  a  mill  and 

floor  warehouse,  in  which  none  slept,  and  under  a  separate  roof  from  that  of  the 

dwelling  house  of  B,,  but  communicating  by  a  door)  was  part  of  the  dwelling 

house  ;  and  whether  the  place  must  not  be  described  as  the  dwelling  house  of  B. 

and  partners,  being  used  solely  for  partnership  purposes. 

Held :  That  as  there'  was  a  direct  internal  communication,  the  cases  before  7  and 
8  Geo.  IV,  c.  29,  still  governed  the  matter,  and  the  place  was  part  of  the  dweUing 
house ;  also  that  the  occupation  by  B,  was  rightly  described. 

In  this  case,  the  prisoners  were  tried  and  found  guilty  of  burglary 
before  his  Honor  the  Acting  Chief  Jtisttce,  who  reserved  two  points  for 
consideration. 

The  Chief  Justice.  The  prisoners  have  been  found  guilty  of  a 
burglary,  in  the  dwelling  house  of  T.  C,  Breillat;  and  of  stealing 
therein  a  large  quantity  of  bank  notes  and  silver,  the  property  of  the  • 

said  T,  C.  Breillat,  and  others,  his  jxirtners.  There  is  no  doubt  as  to 
the  ownership  of  the  goods,  and  none  as  to  the  guilt  of  the  prisoners  in 
taking  them.  But,  as  to  the  burglary,  two  questions  were  reserved  for 
consideration :  first,  whether  the  place  broken  and  entered,  being  part 
of  a  mill  and  flour  warehouse, — ^in  which  no  one  actually  slept,  and 
which  had  a  separate  roof  from  that  of  the  dwelling  house, — can  be 
deemed  a  part  of  such  dwelling  house  ?  and  secondly,  if  so,  whether  the 
place  in  question,  which  was  used  solely  for  the  partnership,  and  in 
their  business,  and  not  for  any  separate  purpose  by  Mr.  Breillat,  can  be 
deemed  his  dwelling  1  or  whether  it  must  be  described  as  the  dwelling 
house  of  himself  and  partners. 

The  dwelling  house,  it  appeared,  belonged  equally  to  the  Company ; 
but  it  was  exclusively  resided  in  by  Mr.  Breillat  alone.  It  was  con- 
sidered part  of  the  mill  premises;  but  Mr.  Breillat,  who  was  the 
managing  partner,  thought  proper  to  live  there  for  the  general  benefit 
of  the  concern.  He  receives  a  nominal  salary  ;  he  pays  no  rent  for  the 
house  in  question ;  and  no  deduction  is  made  from  his  share  of  the  profits 
in  respect  of  his  occupation  of  it.  His  occupation  may  thei^efore,  it  was 
ui-ged,  be  considered  part  of  his  remuneration  for  the  management  of 

{\)  The  Sydney  Morning  Ilercdd^  July  29,  1844. 
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^*^'        the  business.     Between  the  house  so  resided  in,  and  the  mill  or  ware- 

Reoina      house,  t/iere  is  an  internal  door  of  communication,  broken  through  ike 

NicoL.       party  wall  of  the  two  buildings,  and  through  that  door  Mr.  Breillat 

Stmhen  C. J    P*^^®^  from  the  Company's  office,  on  the  lower  floor  of  the  warehouse, 

into  his  residence,  and  the  converse.     From  that  floor  an  outer  door 

commuiiicated  with  the  street ;  that  door,  and  that  office,  were  the 

places  broken  and  entered,  and  from  the  latter  the  property  mentiooed 

was  abstracted. 

If  the  office  cannot  be  deemed  part  of  that  residence,  it  is  plain  that 
the  burglary  cannot  be  committed  in  it ;  for,  as  already  stated,  it  vas 
otherwise  not  dwelt  in  by  anyone.     Can  it  then  ba  so  considered  t 

The  cases  on  this  subject  present  some  difficulties,  and  s^parent 
inconsistencies.  But  a  reference  to  the  ancient  state  of  the  law,  with 
respect  to  burglary,  w^ill  much  assist  oar  right  underBtanding  of  the 
matter.  Until  the  alteration  introduced  by  7  and  8  Greo.  lY,  c.  29,  the 
'*  mansion  "  or  dwelling-house  was  taken  to  include  all  out-houBe8,ptfceI 
of  the  principal  building,  though  not  under  the  same  roof,  nor  even 
contiguous  to  it,  and  all  out-houses  were  considered  within  the  descrip- 
tion, if  within  the  same  common  fence.  That  statute  restricts  the  pro- 
tection to  buildings  communicating  with  the  dwelling,  directly,  or  by 
means  of  an  enclosed  passage.  Then  is  not  the  office  in  this  case  an 
out-house,  thus  communicating?  The  doubt  suggested  on  this  point 
rests  on  the  fact  that  it  was  not  occupied  in  the  sense  applied  to  dwellings, 
nor  used  for  any  of  the  ordinary  purposes  of  a  dwelling.  But  this,  it 
will  be  observed,  does  not  aflect  the  question;  and  the  cases  show 
that  it  does  not.  In  Stock's  case  (2)  the  breaking  and  entering 
were  into  rooms  on  the  ground  floor  of  the  building ;  not  slept  in  by 
any  one,  but  used  solely  for  the  prosecutor's  brewery  and  banking  bosi- 
ness,  and  communicating  with,  and  enten^d  only  from,  the  street  A 
servant  of  the  prosecutor,  employed  in  the  brewery,  occupied  certain 
rooms  in  the  upper  portion  of  the  building,  assigned  by  them  specifically 
to  him,  as  a  part  of  his  remuneration.  The  whole  of  these  premises 
were  under  one  roof ;  but  there  was  no  internal  oommunicatioB  between 
the  sleeping  rooms  and  those  used  in  the  business,  other  than  a  tcap- 
door  never  known  to  have  been  used.  But  the  Judges  held,  that  it 
was  all  one  mansion  ;  and  rightly  descnbed  as  that  of  the  proeecatois^ 
being  occupied  by  their  servant ;  and  the  prisoners  were  executed  for 
burglary  accordingly.  In  SeJUwIs  case  (3)  a  father  let  a  shop  to  hLi 
son,  who  alone  used  it^  and  carried  on  business  there.    It  had  a  separate 

(2)  Ru88.  aod  Ry.,  185  ;  2  Leaoh,  1015.  (3)  Rasa,  and  Ry.,  202. 
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entrance,  and  no  one  slept  there.  But,  as  there  was  no  internal  com- 
mnnication,  in  fact,  between  it  and  a  cellar  below,  from  which  last  there 
was  a  communication  with  another  part  of  the  building,  occupied  by  the 
father,  the  shop  was  held  to  be  a  portion  of  the  entire  mansion,  for  the 
purpose  of  burglary. 

The  case  of  Chalkitig  (4)  seems  decisive  on  the  point.  The  building 
there  entered  was  a  workshop,  as  in  this  case,  under  a  roof  distinct  Jram 
that  of  the  building.  It  was  not  slept  in,  but  was  used  in  the  business 
of  the  owner  and  occupier  of  that  dwelling,  and  there  tvas  no  internal 
eommiunieation  between  the  two.  But,  as  the  court-yard  and  garden  of 
the  dwelling  lay  behind  the  workshop,  and  a  door  opened  from  it  into 
that  yard,  the  offence  was  held  by  all  the  Judges  to  be  burglary.  Han- 
cockle  case  (5)  is  to  the  same  effect.  In  this,  the  rooms  of  a  factory, 
adjoining  the  dwelling,  but  communicating  ho  otherwise  with  it  than 
by  a  door  from  the  kitchen  into  a  passage — ^which  formed  a  common 
entrance  to  both — were  holden  to  form  part  of  such  dwelling,  for  the 
purpose  of  barglary.     See  alao  Lithgo^s  case  (6). 

These  cases,  it  is  true,  were  before  the  statute  mentioned,  of  7  and  6 
Geo.  IV.  A  different  result,  therefore,  would  now  follow,  under  the 
same  circumstances,  as  to  one  or  both  of  them ;  from  the  absence  of  any 
communication  between  the  several  buildings,  such  as  that  statute  re- 
quires. But  in  the  present  case,  as  has  been  stated,  there  was  a  direct 
internal  communication.  The  cases  are  quite  in  point,  therefore,  for 
the  purpose  for  which  I  cite  them. 

I  proceed  to  consider  whether  the  dwelling  (regarding  the  office  in 
that  light)  can  in  law  be  deemed  that  of  Mr.  Breillat  alone  ;  seeing  that 
the  legal  interest  was  in  him  jointly  only  with  his  partners.  The  cases 
of  Sex  V,  Jones  (7)  (cited  in  Rvm,  Cr.  30),  and  Bex  v,  Parminter  (8) 
-will  dispose  of  this  question.  In  the  former,  two  partners  occupied 
separately  adjoining  houses ;  but  these  were  the  joint  property  of  the 
firm,  and  the  rent  and  taxes  were  paid  of  out  the  partnership  funds. 
It  was  held,  nevertheless,  that  for  the  purpose  of  burglary,  each  house 
was  the  mansion  of  its  particular  occupier.  In  Parminter^s  case,  the 
proaeentor  was  lessee  of  the  premises,  but  he  had  a  partner,  who  con- 
tribated  to  the  rent^  and  slept  in  the  house ;  and  their  joint  business 
was  carried  on  in  a  part  of  it,  whioh  was  the  part  entered.  But  it  held, 
that  the  joint  interest  of  the  partner,  in  the  shop,  did  not  make  it  the 
less  a  part  of  the  building  of  the  prosecutor  and  the  indictment  so 
describing  it  was  sustained. 

The  conclusion  is,  that  the  conviction  in  this  case  is  right,  with  refer- 
ence to  both  the  points  taken.  Sentence  toas  then  passed. 


1844. 


Begina 

V, 
NiCOL. 

Stephen  C.J. 


(4) 


k  Ry.,  335.         (5)  Rius.  k  Ry.,  171.         <0)  Bum.  k  Ry.,  357. 
(7)  1  Leach,  537.  (8)  1  Leach,  537,  in  notie. 
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1844.  REGINA  t\  MACDERMOTT  and  others.    (1) 


Oct,  31.       CrimhuU   In/annaihn—9  Oto.  /F,  c.  83,  m.  5   and  ^--txetdpaloTy  ajfidavits-^ 
Stephen  C.J.  Jurvtdiction  qf  Court. 

Dickinson  J. 

and  On  an  application  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  a  criminal  information  under  9  Geo. 

a* Beckett  J.      IV,  o.  83,  sec.  6,  notwithstanding  the  proviao,  that  exculpatory  affidavits  need 

not  be  required  by  the  Court,  unless  the  justice  of  the  case  demands  it,  the  Court 

has  power  to  impose  terms,  as  the  condition  of  its  interference,  and  looks  not 

merely  at  the  transaction  itself,  which  is  in  question,  but  at  all  the  attendant 

circumstances. 

The  Statute  extends  the  power  of  the  Court  to  cases  involving  felony  as  well  as 
misdemeanor,  the  latter  alone  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Queen's  Bendu 

This  was  a  motion  to  make  absolnte  rules  ntn,  obtained  last  Term, 
calling  upon  Henry  AfacdermoU,  John  Ifacfarlaney  and  Samuel  Mocre^ 
to  show  cause  why  a  criminal  information  should  not  be  filed  against 
them  for  having  endeavoured  to  induce  one  Robert  Lowe  to  commit  a 
breach  of  the  peace. 

After  several  preliminary  objections,  the  case  was  argued  on  Oct.  22 
and  25. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Fisher ^  for  the  prosecutor,  moved  to  make 
the  rule  absolute.     Rex  r.  Mansfield  (2). 

Broadhtirst,   Michie^   and    DarvaU    for    the    defendants.      Re^    r. 

Wroiig?Uon  (3),  Reg,  v.  Baldunn  (4),  Prideaux  r.  Arthur  (5),  R,  v.  Eden 

(6),  R,  V,  Eve  (7),  and  ex  parte  Chapman  (8). 

Cur,  adv.  mdt. 

On  this  day  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  When  the  rule  in  this  matter  was  granted,  the 
Judges  expressed  a  doubt  whether,  having  reference  to  former  decisions, 
the  Court  could  exercise  any  discretion  on  a  motion  of  this  kind ;  in 
other  words,  whether  we  were  not  bound  to  allow  a  criminal  information 
to  be  filed,  at  the  instance  of  any  party,  on  his  establishing  a  primd 
facie  case  merely.     There  is  no  doubt  that  such  has  been  the  general 

(1)  The  Sydfiey  Morning  Herald,  Oct.  22,  23,  25,  26,  and  29,  and  Nov.  1  and  4, 
1844.  (2)  The  Sydney  Qazeite,  Dec.  4,  1839.  (3)  3  Burrows  1682.  (4)  8  A. 
and  E.,  168.  (5)  Loft.,  393,  391.  (6)  Loft,  73.  (7)  5  A.  and  E.,  780. 

(8)  4  A.  and  E.,  773. 
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understanding  in  this  Court ;  and  the  practice,  for  several  years,  has         1844. 

been  in  accordance  with  it.     We  are  not  aware,  however,  of  any  express      Rkgina 

decision  to  this  effect,  after  argument  other  than  the  one  cit-ed  by  the  .,      ^'' 

,  ,  Macdebmott 

Attorney-General  (9).  But  that  decision  having  been  more  than  once 
qaestioned,  at  the  Bar,  and  from  the  Bench,  though  in  practice  hitherto 
followed^  it  can  scarcely  be  considered  entitled  to  the  authority  which 
is  justly  claimed  for  settled  and  acknowledged  law.  The  importance  of 
adhesion  to  precedents  in  courts  of  justice,  as  a  general  rule,  cannot  be 
too  decidedly  or  too  often  recognised.  Even  an  erroneous  judgment  is 
less  injurious  than  are  uncertainty  and  fluctuation.  And,  where  it 
affects  property,  or  the  rights  of  third  parties — especially  after  a  lapse 
of  years — any  change  is  dangerous,  and  may  be  seriously  unjust.  But 
here,  it  is  obvious,  no  such  considerations  interpose.  The  Court  has 
before  it  a  decision,  and  a  course  of  practice,  under  a  statute,  which,  as 
to  the  point  in  question,  is  of  a  penal  character.  The  question  is,  in 
what  cases,  and  for  what  purposes,  was  a  certain  criminal  jurisdiction 
conferred  on  this  Court,  by  that  statute.  And  if  it  appears  to  us,  as  it 
does  after  full  reflection,  that  that  decision,  and  the  practice  founded  on  it, 
having  regard  to  the  terms  and  object  of  the  enactment,  are  unwarranted, 
the  duty  seems  plainly  to  follow,  of  giving  effect  to  our  opinion. 

The  Act  providing  for  the  Administration  of  Justice  in  this  colony, 
or  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  enacts,  s.  5,  that  until  further  provision  be  made 
for  proceeding  by  juries,  all  crimes  and  offences  shall  be  prosecuted,  by 
information  in  the  "name  of  the  Attorney-General  or  other  officer  appointed 
for  that  purpose  by  the  Governor.  By  this  enactment,  therefore,  until 
the  establishment  of  a  Grand  Jury,  the  powers  and  functions  of  that 
body  are  vested  exclusively  in  one  officer,  without  supervision,  limitation, 
or  control.  But  by  s.  6  it  is  provided,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any 
person,  by  leave  of  this  Court  Jvret  obtained,  to  exhibit  a  Criminal  Infor- 
mation against  any  other  person,  in  the  name  of  the  Attorney-General 
or  other  such  officers,  for  any  Crime  or  Misdemeanor,  not  punishable 
by  death  :  and  in  granting  any  Rule  for  exhibiting  any  such  Information 
(says  the  Act)  the  Court  shall  not  be  bound  to  require  from  the  Party 
applying  for  the  same,  any  excidpatory  affidavitSy  unless  the  justice  of 
the  case  appears  to  require  that  such  should  first  be  made. 

The  question  is,  as  to  the  effect  and  object  of  these  enactments.  It 
appears  to  us,  that  they  plainly  were  and  are,  first,  to  give  to  this  Court, 
the  power  possessed  by  the  Queen's  Bench,  at  Westminster,  (which 
otherwise  by  force  of  s.  5,  and  from  want  of  an  appropriate  officer,  the 

(9)  R€X  V.  Mawijield, 
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1844.        Court  would  not  have  poeaefiaed,)  of  allowing  a  Griminal  Informatioii 

Ebgina      to  ^  ^edy  a  power  extending  to  mMeameanars  only.    Secondly,  to 

Magdsbmott  ^^^^^  ®^  *^®  Court  the  still  farther  power,  in  cases  where  it  might  be 

„     ,     ^  ,  neoeBsary  or  proper  to  exLerdse  it,  of  allowing  a  Criminal  Infonnatioa 
Stephen  C J.  (^       ^^  T  ..,,  TT         .  ^        .,  ,- 

to  be  exhibited,  in  cases  of  fewwjf  also,  or  othw  cnme,  not  capital ;  in 

which,  the  Querai's  Bench  has  not  Uiat  jurisdiction.    Now,  in  the  fioimer 

class  of  cases,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  acts  on  certain  prescribed  and 

known  rules ;  founded  on  the  principle,  that  the  application  is  addreBsed 

to  its  discretion — ^whioh  those  rules  aro  intended  to  restrain  and  gmdie. 

The  proceeding  is  regarded  as  one  of  an  unusual  nature,  out  of  the 

ordinary  course  prescribed  by  ^e  law,  for  t^e  prosecution  of  offeuoeB. 

The  Court,  therefore,  considers  itself  entitled  to  impose  certain  terms, 

as  the  condition  of  its  interference,  and  it  looks  not  merely  at  the 

transaction  itself,  but  at  all  the  attendant  circumstances^  the  conduct 

of  the  prosecutor,  the  time  at  which  his  application  is  made^  and  tiM 

object  for  which  it  is  made.     What  is  there  in  the  enactmentB  cited,. to 

induce  or  sanction  the  in£erence,  that  in  similar  cases  different  ralei  an 

to  guide  this  Court  ?    Nothing,  certainly^  in  the  langnaf^  of  the  seetRm 

conferring  the  power.     By  Uaw  of  the  Courts  aa»  information  may  be 

exhibited ;  not  otherwise. 

But,  whereas  at  Westminster  exculpatory  affidavits  are  alwtjs 
required  from  the  prosecutor  (except  where  circumstances,  without  Ui 
default,  preclude  the  possibility  of  their  being  offered),  a  wider  ktitode 
is  allowed  on  sudi  applications  here.  The  Courtis  not  (oufu^  to  require 
them,  unless  it  shall  think  them  in  justiee  called  fcnr.  The  introductiaa 
of  such  a  provision,  pointing  directly  to  the  practice  of  the  Queen's 
Bench  in  these  cases,  plainly  shows  (so  to  speak)  what  was  thenpsanog 
in  the  mind  of  the  Legislature,  and  may  therefore  be  taken,  as  indica- 
tive of  their  intention.  But,  if  the  construction  hitherto  adopted  were 
a  true  one,  in  other  words,  if  this  Court  had  no  discretion  in  caaes  ot 
this  kind,  but  must  grant  an  information  in  every  case  in  which  the 
Grand  Jury  would  find  an  indictment,  that  intenti(Mi  would  plainly  be 
defisated.  The  Grand  Jury,  or  the  officer  substituted  for  that  body,  can 
in  no  case,  and  under  no  circumstances,  require  exculpatory  affidavit 
or  evidence  from  a  prosecutor.  The  Attorney-General  might,  indeed, 
in  his  discretion,  without  such  evidence,  decline  to  conduct  the  proteeu- 
tion.  But  he  could  not,  on  any  such  grounds,  lawfully  refuse  to  tnWfl^ 
that  prosecution,  in  his  quasi  capacity  of  Grand  Jury.  But  this  Co^r*, 
in  every  case,  it  would  seem,  may  require,  and,  by  the  express  ternw  of 
the  statute,  it  in  certain  cases  mtist  require  evidence  of  that  nature.  1^ 
is,  therefore,  not  in  the  mere  position  of  a  Grand  Jury.     But,  if  not,  as 
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it  appaats  to  uSy  auiU  qtuaestio  :-~the  only  argument  against  our  being        1844. 
guided,  on  this  motion,  by  the  rules  applied  to  such  cases,  in  Enghind,      BeoinI 
is  disposed  of.     We  can  discover  nothing,  however,  in  the  reason  of  the  «,      ^* 


thiD^  or  the  nature  of  the  jurisdiction,  which  the  Court  is  in  these 
cases  empowered  to  exercise,  to  call  for  or  justify  the  adoption  of 
di^Eermt  rules.  The  proceeding,  by  motion  to  the  Court  for  a  Criminal 
Information,  in  this  colony,  is  erf  as  unusual  a  nature — is  as  much  otU 
of  ike  ordinary  course,  prescribed  by  law  for  the  prosecution  of  offences 
— aa  it  can  be  or  is  in  England.  There,  the  ordinary  and  prescribed- 
oonrse  is  an  application  to  the  Grand  Jury.  Here,  it  is  an  application 
to  the  Attorney-General,  acting  in  their  place  and  stead.  Here,  accord- 
ingly, as  there,  the  deviation  from  it  should  be  exposed  to  the  same 
consequences.  Under  what  circumstances  this  Court  may  feel  called 
on,  in  any  particular  case,  to  exercise  the  power  of  intei*vention,  in 
cases  beyond  the  jurisdiction,  in  this  respect,  of  the  Queen's  Bench  we 
need  not  now  consider.  But  to  hold  that,  in  those  cases  any  more  than 
in  cases  of  misdemeanor,  like  the  present,  the  Court  can  ha^e  no  discre- 
tion as  to  interference,  and  may  not  require  adequate  grounds  to  be 
shofwn  for  a  departure  from  tlie  ordinary  and  prescribed  course  of  prose- 
cution fofc  crime,  would  be  to  place  this  Court  in  the  mere  position  of 
an  alternative  tribunal  for  the  initiation  of  prosecutions  on  every 
occasion,  concurrently  with  or  to  the  exclusion  of  the  Attorney-General, 
at  the  discretion  of  any  individual  in  the  community,  desirous  of 
exposing  his  neighbour  to  such  an  ordeaL 

We  come  now  to  a  consideration  of  the  merits  of  this  case,  in  reference 
to  the  rules  adverted  to.  Of  these,  one  of  the  most  prominent  and  well 
established  is  that  the  party  seeking  the  interposition  of  the  Court,  or 
for  whom  it  is  in  fact  sought  or  intended,  be  himself  free  from  blame  in 
the  matter.  Another  is,  in  cases  more  especially  of  this  description,  that 
such  interposition  be  bond  fide  sought,  for  its  own  sake,  for  the  purpose, 
in  other  words,  for  which  it  ap{)ear8  to  be.  The  applicant  must,  there- 
fore, leave  himself  wholly  in  the  hands  of  the  Court,  and  must  cast  no 
imputations,  extraneous  to  that  purpose,  on  his  opponents.  Looking, 
then,  to  these  rules,  we  cannot  divest  ourselves  of  the  impression,  that 
there  are  two  circumstances  in  the  case,  on  which  alone,  if  there  were 
no  other, — this  Court  ought  to  decline  interference.  The  prosecutor,  or 
those  at  whose  instance  he  has  now  appeared,  may  still  resort  to  that 
ordinary  course  of  proceeding  and  remedy,  if  so  advised,  which  the 
constitution  of  tiie  colony  has  provided;  but  to  this  extraordinary  inter- 
pontion,  we  do  not  think  he  is  entitled.  The  first  objection  is  the  one 
pointed  out  by  the  Court  during  the  argument.   This  was  an  application 


Stephen  0,3. 
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1844.        to  the  Court  to  permit  Robert  Lowe,  Esquire,  then  a  member  of  the 

RBQI2JA      Legislative  Council,  to  file  a  criminal  information  against  the  defendants, 

*•  the  one  for  sending,  and  the  other  for  bringing,  a  certain  letter  to  liiin, 

JVl  AUUEBMO~i''X'  a  1  • 

with  intent  first  to  intimidate  him  (Mr.  Lome)  in  the  performance  of  his 
duties  as  such  member ;  and  secondly,  to  provoke  and  stir  him  up  to 
fight  a  duel.  It  is  to  the  latter  portion  of  the  complaint  that  we  address 
ourselves.  The  former  we  shall  dispose  of  presently.  We  enquire^  then, 
in  reference  to  the  rules  stated,  what  the  conduct  and  the  views  are,  as 
admitted  by  himself,  of  the  gentleman  who  thus  complains  7  First,  he 
has  shown  that  he  is  not  unwilling, — and  in  his  own  narrative  he  has 
himself  (in  effect)  avowed,  that  in  a  fitting  case  he  would  not  have 
hesitated, — to  break  in  the  same  way  the  very  law,  under  which  he 
would  have  this  Court  assist  him,  to  prosecute  another.  In  what  other 
light  can  we  regard  Mr.  Lowers  allusion,  to  the  station  of  the  supposed 
challenger  ?  But  if  we  could  doubt  his  meaning,  in  the  reference  made 
to  it  on  the  first  occasion,  it  becomes  plain  when  we  read  the  account^ 
of  what  passed  on  the  second.  What  was  this,  but  a  submission  to  the 
very  code,  a  recognition  of,  and  appeal  to,  those  very  laws,  for  the 
offence  of  acting  on  which,  the  Court  is  asked  to  prosecute  his  opponents! 
It  is  surely  unnecessary  to  cite  cases,  to  show  that  our  summary  inter- 
position ought  not  to  be  conceded,  for  such  an  offence  to  an  applicant 
so  circumstanced.  But  secondly ;  Mr.  Loioe  has  not  placed  himself  in 
the  hands  of  the  Court,  nor  is  he  the  person  we  ai^e  really  asked  to 
protect.  He  read  the  letter  in  question  on  the  28th  June ;  and  he 
comes  here  for  the  fii*st  time,  on  the  3rd  August.  It  should,  perhaps, 
be  stated,  that  he  intended  to  have  applied  a  day  or  two  before,  but  this 
is  immaterial.  It  seems  that  the  case  was  submitted  by  Mr.  Lowey  to 
the  Honorable  the  Legislative  Council  (for  reasons  unnecessary  here  to 
enter  into)  on  the  3rd  July,  and  the  motion  to  this  Court  a  month 
afterwards,  on  the  last  day  of  Term  was  the  result.  Mr.  Loive  says  in 
his  ajQSldavit,  that  the  proceeding  was  determined  on  after  investigation 
by  a  resolution  of  that  body.  It  appears  to  us,  tliat,  in  so  far  as  the 
supposed  challenge  is  concerned,  this  fact  forms  a  decided  objection  to 
the  application.  The  Court  can  only  recognise  Mr.  Lowe  individually, 
as  the  prosecutor  on  that  matter.  But  then,  we  find  that  it  is  not  he 
who  in  fact  seeks  our  assistance.  He  comes  to  this  Court  in  the  last 
resort  only,  and  only  at  the  instance  of  the  Legislative  Council  It  i^ 
not  for  such  circumstances  that  this  particular  remedy,  depending  on 
principles  peculiar  to  itself,  was  designed.  But,  the  motion  was  doubt- 
less made  under  an  erroneous  impression,  justified  by  the  then  practice, 
as  to  the  duty  of  the  Court  in  cases  of  this  nature. 
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The  next  point  is,  the  alleged  intention  of  the  defendants  to  intimidate        1844. 

3£r.  Lowe  in  the  performance  of  his  duties.     We  are  of  opinion,  that      Regina 

this  intention  cannot  fairly  be  inferred  from  the  terms  of  the  letter.   It  .,     ^- 

\  MACDXBMorr 

is  therefore  scarcely  within  our  province  to  enquire,  how  far  such  ^^  „  .  ^  , 
intention,  accompanying  such  an  act,  if  established,  would  or  would  not 
be  punishable  by  law  ?  We  do  not  conceive,  however,  that  any  serious 
doubt  would  be  entertained,  that  any  unlawful  act,  however  slight,  done 
with  such  an  intention,  referring,  of  course,  to  the  future  and  not  to 
the  past,  would  be  so  punishable.  But  if  any  prosecution  be  contem- 
plated, in  respect  of  the  letter  now  in  question,  it  may  be  well  to 
consider  what  was  its  true  character.  It  is  not  impossible  that  such  a 
letter  was  less  a  challenge  than  the  prelude  to  one ;  something  intended 
to  h^  followed  by  a  challenge,  probably  enough  ;  but  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  in  itself  it  was  a  challenge.  But,  however  this  may  be  deter- 
mined, we  can  have  no  difficulty  in  expressing  our  regret,  that  such  a 
letter  was  sent  or  written.  To  say  the  least,  upon  the  evidence  at 
present  before  us,  it  is  uncalled  for  and  unprovoked. 

According  to  Mr.  Lowe^  he  introduced  Mr.  Macdermott^a  name  into 
the  Debate,  referred  to  in  the  letter,  with  no  design  whatever  to  afi&ont 
him,  or  to  hui*t  his  feelings,  and  in  connection  only  with  a  supposed 
intention  on  the  part  of  some  other  member,  to  bring  the  Defendant's 
name  before  the  House,  more  prominently.  Under  such  circumstances, 
the  letter  was  an  improper  one ;  and,  however  polite  in  terms,  would 
naturally  be  regarded  by  the  party,  to  whom  it  was  addressed,  as  an 
attempt  to  interfere  with,  and  call  him  to  account  for,  the  exercise  by 
him  of  that  privilege,  to  which  every  member  of  the  Legislature  is 
unquestionably,  and  ought  to  be,  entitled.  It  would  be  vain  and  idle  to 
suppose,  that  the  great  duties  of  a  legislator  could  be  discharged,  in  this 
colony  or  elsewhere,  with  safety  to  the  individual,  or  advantage  to  the 
country,  if  freedom  of  speech  were  not  secured  to  him.  But  it  would 
be  as  idle  to  call  this  secured,  if  he  were  afterwards  exposed  to 
question  for  using  that  freedom.  It  is,  however,  one  thing,  to  admit 
unqualifiedly  that  such  privileges  exist,  and  another  thing  to  hold, 
which  we  certainly  shall  not,  that  to  call  in  question  the  proceedings  of 
a  legislator,  or  even  to  demand  an  explanation  of  them,  or  apology  for 
them,  is  indictable.  The  right  itself,  of  perfect  freedom  of  speech  in 
debate,  and  the  importance  of  maintaining  that  right  unimpaired,  few 
will,  I  should  think,  seriously  question.  All  freedom  may,  no  doubt, 
degenerate  into  licentiousness,  but  in  our  impatience  of  one  evil,  we 
should  be  careful  not  ourselves  to  create  another,  much  more  serious. 
It  is  enough  now  to  say,  however,  that  the  privilege  of  which  I  have 
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.1844.        spoken  ezistSy  and  we  muBt  add,  that  no  person  who  bdieved  it  to  be 


SagiHA  anailed,  being  himfldf  one  of  its  depoaitoeiea^  not  for  his  own  beoefit, 
MAcmmyn  ^^  ^^^  ^  ^^  cemoMinitf  at  large,  wonld  have  been  jiwtifbed  inplteiag 
it  in  perily  as  Mn  Lewe  was  invited  to  da  We  r^pwt,  however,  if  tiui 
was  believed  by  him  to  be  his  position,  that  he  did  rest  alone  on  tbii 
ground,  instead  of  adding  reference  which  (whetiier  meant  to  readi 
the  ears  of  the  qoestioner,  or  not,)  were  not  such  as  we  feel  at  all  & 
posed,  in  any  point  of  view,  to  commend.  On  the  other  hand,  we  fed 
equally  called  on  to  express  our  disapproval  of  the  impntadons  sd 
nnneeessarily  cast  on  Mr.  Lowe  daring  the  argument,  by  one  of  the 
defendant's  ooonsel,  imputations  for  which  we  can  discover  no  suffident 
gronnd* 

We  have  desired  to  look  more  favourably  on  the  case  of  Dr. 
Macfarlan^^  than  that  of  the  other  defendant.  But,  after  giving  both 
cases  all  due  consideration,  we  feal  compelled  to  deal  with  them  alike. 
We  give  Dr.  Mctc/arlxint^s  assertion  full  credit^  that  he  went  with 
pacific  intentions.  But  almost  every  second  in  a  duel,  we  make  no 
doubt,  referring  to  his  first  interview,  at  which  he  was  probably  the 
bearer  of  a  civil  note  only,  might  be  able  conscientiously  to  say  ^ 
sama  Dr.  Macfarlane  can  hirdly  be  ignorant  that  such  letters  aie 
in  fact  of  a  hostile  character,  and  that  he  so  regarded  this  is  evident 
from  the  question  put  by  him  to  his  principal,  as  to  withdrawing.  ^^ 
can  we  overlook  on  this  occasion  (though  the  Court  has  not  nor  to 
determine  that  case,  his  conduct  on  the  following  day,  when  he  so 
inconsirtently  accompanied  another  party,  on  an  errand  which,  without 
here  saying  anything  as  to  the  chiracter  of  its  proceedings,  it  s  enongh 
to  observe  was  cei'tainly  throughout  uneqiswoeoU^  hostiie. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  althou^  we  discharge  the  rule  as  against 
both  defendants,  we  think  it  our  duty  to  do  so  in  respect  to  each, 
without  costs. 

Bute  duekargedf  unthaui  eo9t^ 
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MACDERMQTT  v,  DEVELm.  (1>  i846. 


Resident  Judge  at  Port  PhiUip— Power  to  direist  xmit  to  the  Sherif  of  N,S,  Wales—      ^^''*^  ^^• 
Auxiliary  junadie^ion^^  Vic,  No,  22,  a.  13--5  Vui  No.  9,  88.  1  and  9.  Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J, 
The  Resident  Judge  of  Port  Phillip  is  a  Judge  of  the  Court  of  New  South  Wales,         and 
and  ID  that  oapaoity  haa  aa  exelosiva  origbial  juriadtction  in  his  district,  bat  he  c-* Beckett  J. 
has  also  an  anziliaiy  jarisdiction  in  New  South  Wales,  and  has  power  to  issue 
writs  of  ezecution  to  the.  Sheriff,  in  Sydney,  to  enforce  his  judgments,  under  4 
Vic.  No.  22,  8.  1^  and  5  Vic.  No.  9,  s.  9. 

Motion  te  wt  aaide  a  writ  of  fieri  fokeiaa^  issued  hereia  bj  His  Honor 
the  Resident  Jcw^  of  Poirt  Phillip,  and  the  direction  thereof  to  the 
Sheri£E  e£  New  Sevih  Wales. 

The  &eto  appear  in  die  jtidgment  of  the  CMef  JtMtice, 

Broadhurat^  in  snpport  of  the  motion. 

WindeyeVf  contrn. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Judgment  was  delivered  by — 

T)ie  Chief  Justics.  This  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  writ  oi  fieri 
/aciaa^  issued  by  the-  Resident  Judge  of  Port  Phillip,  and  directed  to 
the  Sheriff  of  New  South  Wales ;  or  failing  thUt,  to  restrain  the  Sheriff 
from  executing  it^  on  the  ground,  that  there  was  no  authority  vested  in 
the  Resident  Jadge,  in  any  case,  or  at  all  events  in  this  case,  to  issue  a 
writ  se  (tirected. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that  the  plaintiff  originally  obtained 
judgment  in  this  Court,  at  Sydney,  and  that  he  then,  under  5  Via 
Kb.  9^  8..  6,  canasd  a  memorial  of  suck  judgment  to  be  transmitted  to 
Fort  PlulGfi — ^whereby  it  became  equival^it  to,,  and  capable  of  beis^ 
acted  apon  aa^  a  judgment  of  the  Court  there.  The  plaintiff  accordingly 
took  out  executloii  tibeeenpon.  at  Melbeome ;  under  which  the  Deputy 
Sheriff  took  certadn  proficrty,  as  the  property  of  the  defendant.  A  third 
party  ckiming'  Aat  property,  the  case  was  brought  before  the  Resident 
Juii^ipe^  under  tiie  Intcsplsader  Act,  and  the  result  of  the  matter  wai^ 
not  only  t&»  vdease  ^  the  property,  but  an  Order,  that  the  plaintiff 
Aaaid  pay  the  costs  q£  the  proeeedings.  That  Order,  if  wrong,  might 
kare  been  appeaM  freoay  but  we  must  now  deal  with  it,  as  a  subasting 

(I)  The  fSydney  Jformng  Herald,  Jan.  21,  April  22,  1845. 
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^^^'        and  valid  Order,  wLich  the  Judge  had  power  to  make,  and  properly 
Macdermott  made  under  the  circumstances.     It  is  to  enforce  that  Order  (it  haying 
BsvKLiN.     ^^^^  previously  made,  we  presume,  a  Rule  of  Court),  that  the  writ  of 
Stephen  C  J    ®^®^^*'*^'^  ^^^  ^^  question  was  issued. 

It  appears,  that  in  fact  the  plaintiff  was  never  resident  at  Port 
Phillip  ;  and  it  was  contended  that  the  Resident  Judge  had,  therefore, 
no  jurisdiction  over  him — ^the  provision  in  section  1  of  5  Vic,  No.  9, 
being  relied  on  for  this  objection.  We  are  of  opinion,  however,  that 
that  section  relates  only  to  cases  of  original  jurisdiction ;  and  to  persons 
who  may,  compulsorily,  be  made  subject  to  it.  The  plaintiff  here 
brought  himself  within  the  Port  Phillip  jurisdiction,  for  all  the  purposes 
of  the  judgment  which  he  caused  to  be  obtained  there.  -The  circum- 
stance of  his  not  having  originally  commenced  the  action  there,  ve 
think  makes  no  difference.  That  each  branch  of  the  Court,  notwith- 
standing the  exclusive  original  jurisdiction  which  we  have  referred  to, 
has  power  to  issue  writs  of  execution  to  enforce  its  judgments,  as  well 
as  writs  of  suhpoma  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  in  every 
part  of  the  colony,  is  clear  from  the  4  Vic.,  No.  22,  s.  13,  and  the  5 
Vic.,  No.  9,  8.  9.  The  former  gives  the  power  in  the  plainest  terms; 
and  the  latter  (being  the  section  next  preceding  the  power,  as  to  trans- 
mitting memorials  of  judgments),  expressly  declares  that  it  shall  con- 
tinue, the  same  as  if  that  Act  had  not  been  passed. 

The  only  question  is,  therefore,  whether  that  branch  of  the  Court, 
which  issues  a  writ  of  execution  in  any  such  case,  should  or  not  direct 
it  (or  may  not  direct  it)  to  the  officer  who  ordinarily  executes  the 
process  of  the  Court,  in  the  place  or  district  to  which  it  is  sent.  We 
are  of  opinion,  that  the  writ  may  be  so  directed,  and  we  strongly  incline 
to  think,  that  it  ought  to  be.  However  anomalous  it  may  be  that  the 
same  Court  should  be  holden,  under  the  same  name,  at  two  distant 
places  at  one  and  the  same  time,  it  is  plain  from  the  tenor  of  both  Acts, 
that  there  is  but  one  Supreme  Court  for  New  South  Wales.  The 
Resident  Judge  at  Port  Phillip,  is  a  Judge  of  that  Court  It  is  J^ 
that  capacity  that  he  is  capable  of  being  clothed  with  the  exclusive 
original  jurisdiction  referred  to.  But  he  has  also  an  auxiliary  jurisdic- 
tion, which  he  may  exercise  in  Sydney.  The  Judges  here,  in  aid  of 
their  exclusive  original  jurisdiction,  may  exercise  the  same  auxiliary 
jurisdiction  at  Port  Phillip.  The  Sheriff,  then,  being  the  officer  of  this 
Court,  seems  to  us  as  much  under  the  authority  of  the  Port  Phillip 
Judge,  for  all  purposes  within  that  Judge's  jurisdiction,  as  he  is  under 
the  authority  of  the  Judges  in  Sydney,  for  all  purposes  within  tbeir 
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jurisdiction.     It  might,  perhaps,  have  been  supposed,  that  the  Resident         1845. 
Judge  could  direct  writs  of  execution,  in  these  cases,  to  some  officer  Macdkemott 
appointed   by  himself.     But,  independently  of  other   objections,    the  ^' 

Charter  directs  that  all  process  shall  be  executed  by  the  Sheriff;  and 
the  Port  Phillip  Deputy  Sheriff  (supposing  the  proper  form  of  direction, 
there,  to  be  to  him,  and  not  the  Sheriff),  has  no  jurisdiction  beyond 
that  district. 

Hule  discharged,  toith  costs. 
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1845.  DOE  dem,  WALKER  v.  O'BRIEN  (1). 

AprU  21.  g  Q  gj^j,  „^  j)OE  dem.  MAZIERE  v.  O'BRIEN. 

Ste2)hcn  C.J. 

DichinsonJ.  Ejectment  Sheriff  safe— Right,  title,  and  interest -54k  Geo.  Ill,  c.    15-Graait 

,  o  *?  -.  J  snbsequentiy  issued  to  debtor — Presumption  of  due  execution  ofvcril. 

The  defeadant,  a  judgment  debtor,  being  in  occupation  of  a  certain  fann,  which 
was  sold  by  the  Sheriff  under  54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  15,  after  an  (alleged)  seizure, 
obtained  a  grant  from  the  Crown.  Held  the  Sheriff  cannot  sell  more  than  he  hat 
taken  in  execution,  and  that  the  subsequent  issue  of  a  grant  to  the  judgment 
debtor  does  not  give  the  purchaser  a  legal  estate.  The  Sheriff  cannot  convey  more 
than  he  has  sold  {ffemble).  The  Court,  on  the  proof  of  the  fact  of  such  sale,  viU 
not  presume  that  the  Sheriff  did  his  duty,  by  duly  lerying  before  the  expiration  of 
the  writ,  in  favour  of  a  plaintiff  in  ejectment  who  is  bound  to  establish  bis  title.- 

This  was  a  motion  for  a  non-suit  or  a  new  trial  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, in  which  the  plaintiff"  claimed  as  purchaser  from  the  Sheriff.  The 
defendant  was  the  judgment  debtor  who  subsequently  entered  and  ejected 
the  purchaser.  The  grounds  of  the  motion  were  as  follows  : — First,  that 
the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  make  out  his  title  by  proving  a  due  levy  by 
the  Sheriff ;  second,  that  before  the  Sheriff  made  his  levy,  the  writ  of 
Ji/a.y  under  which  the  levy  purported  to  have  been  made  had  expired; 
third,  that  the  plaintiff  had  wholly  failed  to  make  out  the  identity  of 
the  lands  sold  by  the  Sheriff  with  those  claimed  by  the  present  action ; 
fourth,  that  a  grant  from  the  Crown  to  the  defendant  had  issued  subse- 
quently to  the  sale  and  prior  to  the  conveyance  by  the  Sheriff  to  the 
ledsor  of  the  plaintiff;  and  other  grounds  of  wrongful  reception  of  evi- 
dence, (fee. 


Broadhurst  and  Darvally  in  support  of  the  motion. 
Foster  and  Windeyer,  for  the  plaintiff. 


Cur,  adv.  vuli. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  on  April  21  by — 

The  OiiiEP  Justice.  This  was  a  motion,  on  certain  points  reserved, 
for  the  entry  of  a  nonsuit.  The  cause  was  tried  before  the  Chief  Jus- 
tice in  May  last,  when  the  case  appeared  to  be  as  follows  :     The  subject 

(1)  Thz  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Jan.  22,  April  22,  1845 ;  The  Australian,  April 

22,  1845. 
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o£  the  aotioii  was  a  fano,  near  Farranuatta)  formerly  the  properfy  of  the        IMS. 
defendant,   piudbased  by  the  lessor  of  the  plaixktiff,   at  a  Sheriffs        ^^      ' 
•ale,  in  the  year  188^1.      The  judgment  under  which  that  sale  to^     xJ^'"^ 
{ilaoe,  bexng  against  tite  now  defendant  at  the  suit  of  one  Taylor,  was  v, 

raeo^ered  on  the  2Srd  July,  1831.  A  writ  of  fieri  facias  issued  imme-  ^'^^f^^-^^* 
dkiiely  on  tiiat  judgment,  retomable  on  the  ensuing  25th  August,  and  '^P^*^  ^* J* 
ander  that  writ,  in  pursnanoe  of  the  statute  54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  15,  autho^ 
riaiog  the  sale  of  lands  in  this  colony  for  debt,  the  farm  in  question, 
then  in  possession  of  or  claimed  by  the  defendant,  was  sold  by  the 
i%eri£^  on  or  about  the  13th  of  October  following.  Whether  there  wai^ 
at  any  time,  an  actual  lery  made  on  the  land,  was  in  dispute ;  but  the 
ibust  of  seizure  at  any  time  prior  to  the  sale  was  certainly  not  pn>yed« 
ahbough  an  advertisement  from  the  Sheriff's  Office  was  put  in  stating 
the  levy,  and  notifying  the  intended  day  of  sala  The  bailifffs  assistant, 
however,  by  whom  it  was  supposed  that  the  levy  had  been  made,  was 
unfortunately  dead;  so  was  the  sheriff;  and  so  was  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  by  whose  instructions,  it  appeared,  the  sale  had  on  one  occa- 
sion been  postponed.  The  bill  of  sale  from  the  Sheriff  to  Maziere  was 
givmi  in  evidence,  bearing  date  the  29th  October.  It  recited  the  fact 
of  a  levy,  but  did  not  mention  its  daie,  and  stated  the  sale  to  have 
taken  place  on  or  about  the  13th  October.  Shortly  after  the  sale  the 
plaintiff  was  put  in  possession,  and  in  that  possession  he  has  ever  since 
remained  until  recently,  when  the  defendant  dispossessed  him. 

The  defendant's  counsel  appUed  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  of  the 
deliact'  in  the  proof  respecting  the  levy,  and  also  on  another  ground  (on 
which,  however,  they  did  not  much  insist)  that  there  was  a  defect  in 
the  proof  as  to  the  identity  of  the  premises.  As  to  the  ffrst  of  these, 
the  plaintiff^s  counsel  answered,  that  it  must  be  presumed  that  the 
Sheriff  did  his  duty  ;  and,  therefore,  as  he  sold  the  farm^  that  he  had 
duly  levied  on  it ;  but  that,  at  all  events,  the  Court  would  so  presume, 
against  this  defendant,  he  being  the  defendent  in  the  original  action,  who 
would  be  able  to  show  how  the  facts  were.  The  first  was  reserved;  and 
the  seeond  went  to  the  Jury.  The  defendant  then,  in  answer  to  the 
action,  gave  in  evidence  a  grant  to  him  from  the  Crown,  dated  the  Ifhk 
October  ;  which,  aldiough  certainly  prior  to  the  Sheriff's  conveyanoe,  was 
wc  days  c^ter  dte  supposed  date  of  sale.  Subject  to  the  question  which 
aroee  on  this,  whether  the  Sheriff  could,  in  law,  convey  to  a  purchaser 
tmder  him,  any  greater  estate  or  interest  than  that  on  which  he  levied, 
or  at  all  events  than  that  which  he  sold,  and  also  subject  to  the  point 
first  mentioned, — the  Jury  found  for  the  plaintiff. 
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1845.  We  have  fully  considered  this  case  ;  and  are  of  opinion  that  a  non- 

j)oi         suit  roust  be  entered.     Whatever  claims  a  purchaser  under  the  Sheriff 

dem         Q^y  have  under  circumstances  such  as  those  which  have  been  stated,  it 
Walker  ^  .      ,  .  -i  .  v   • 

V.  is  sufficient  to  say  that  we  could  not,  in  this  branch  of  our  jansdictiOD, 

•  give  effect  to  them.  The  plaintiff  in  ejectment  must  establish  a  Itgd 
Stephen  C.J.  ^^^^  ^^j  ||,^  ^^^  plaintiff  has  here  failed  to  do.  To  that  title  we  con- 
ceive that  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  two  things  are  essential :  first,  a  seizare, 
and  secondly  a  sala  The  latter  was  certainly  shown ;  but^  if  we 
assume  the  former  to  have  been  shown  also  (that  is  not  only  a  levy, 
but  a  levy  pending  the  writ),  the  question  still  remains  whaJt  teas  9old\ 
No  more,  we  apprehend,  at  all  events,  than  the  defendant  then  had,  all 
his  then  "  right,  title,  and  interest."  It  was  urged  by  Mr.  Fostery  that 
the  sale  took  no  effect  till  the  conveyance  ;  and  that  the  Sheriff,  there- 
fore, then  transferred  to  the  purchaser  the  legal  estate,  which  had  been 
acquired  in  the  interval.  We  cannot  adopt  this  argument  The  Sheiifi 
could  convey,  we  think,  no  more  (t.6.,  no  greater  interest)  than  he  sold. 
But  it  was  contended  that  the  sale  itself ^  as  well  as  the  conveyance, 
might  have  been  after  the  grant ;  for  that,  as  the  date  of  sale  was  not 
absolutely  fixed,  it  might  have  been  on  or  after  the  19th,  instead  of  on 
the  13th  October.  It  may  have  been  so,  no  doubt ;  but  if  it  had  been, 
the  plaintiff  should  have  shown  it. 

There  would  then,  however,  have  been  still  a  question ;  whether  the 
Sheriff  could  sell  more  than  he  took  in  execution.  On  this,  as  on  the 
other  points,  our  opinion  is  with  the  defendant.  Assuming  the  levy  to 
have  been  made  before  the  retum  of  the  writ  (and  if  not,  it  was  illegal), 
the  Crown  Grant  was  certainly  then  not  issued.  The  defendant's  title, 
therefore,  at  the  most,  at  that  period,  was  merely  to  have  a  grant  made 
to  him.  The  plaintiff  considered,  perhaps,  that  because  the  defendant 
claimed  the  land,  the  land  itself  was  taken.  But  it  appears  clear 
to  us,  that  no  more  was  taken  than  the  defendant's  then  interett  in 
the  land. 

If  that  interest  had  been  only  leasehold,  no  more  than  a  leasdold 
interest  could  have  been  transferred.  Any  larger  estate  or  amount  of 
interest,  subsequently  acquired,  would  not  have  passed  to  the  purchaser. 
So  here,  there  being  only  an  equitable  interest,  no  more  than  an  equit- 
able interest  was  transferred.  The  Sheriff's  title  is  gained  by  seizure. 
It  thence  seems  to  us  to  follow,  that  whatever  estate  or  interest  the 
defendant  then  has  in  the  thing  seized,  and  no  more,  can  be  disposed  of 
by  him. 
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We  may  mention  that  we  have  referred  to  the  cases  of  Smallcomb  v. 
Cross  (2)  ;  Payne  v.  Drew  (3)  ;  Woodland  v.  Fuller  (4) ;  and  Might  d, 
Jeffreys  v,  Bttcknell  (5) ;  which,  so  far  as  they  go,  support  the  opinions 
here  given.  On  neither  of  the  main  questions,  however,  determined  by 
us,  have  we  been  able  to  find  any  decision. 

Nonsuit  granted. 


1845. 


Doe 

dem 

Walker 

V, 

O'Brien. 
Stephen  C.J. 


(2)  Lord  Raym.,  252. 


(3)  4  East,  538. 
(5)  2B.  &  Ad.,  282. 


(4)  11  A.  &K,  866. 


sso 


aUFimCE  OOUBT  OABEM. 


1845. 


REGINA  V.  WELDON.  (1) 


Jan,  30.       CanMy  hmnemg  a  chUd  under  ten  yeara—l  Vie.,  c.  85,  aee.  1 1—  Verdict  o/AsmUL 


Stephen  C.J. 
JDiclinsonJ, 

and 
a^ Beckett  J. 


The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  carnally  knowing  a  child  under  ten  years  of  age, 
under  the  provisions  of  9  Geo.  IV.,  cap.  31,  sec  17,  and  being  acquitted  by  the 
Jury  on  this  cbaige,  was  found  guilty  of  a  common  assault,  without  the  child'i 
consent,  in  accordance  with  1  Vic,  c  85,  sec  11,  which  provides  "  that  upon  the 
trial  of  any  person,  for  any  felony  v^tei^er,  when  the  crime  charged  shall  iadnde 
an  assault  against  the  person,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Jury  to  acquit  of  the  felony, 
and  to  find  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  assault  against  the  person  indicted,  if  the  evidence 
shall  warrant  such  finding. 


Held,  that  the  conviction  was  wrong,  since  an  assault  on  the  person  is  no 
ingredient  in  the  ofifence  charged. 

The  fact  that  the  child  resisted,  would  not  the  less  have  made  the  prisoner  gnilty 
of  carnal  knowledge,  if  the  offence  had  been  completed,  although  he  might  have 
been  equally  amenable  to  trial  for  rape  (i^er  the  Chirf  Justice  and  a* Beckett,  J., 
Dickenson,  J.,  dissentienie),  {j^er  Dickenson,  J.)  If  the  offence  had  been  completed 
the  proof  of  an  assault  would  have  made  the  prisoner  guilty  of  rape,  and  entiUed 
to  an  acquittal  on  this  charge. 

This  was  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment. 

TLe  facts  appear  in  the  note,  sujjra. 

Purefoy,  for  the  prisoner,  cites  Regina  v.  Day  (2),  and  Begina  r. 
Banks.  (3) 

The  Attorney-General,  contra. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  The  prisoner  was  tried  before  His  Honor  Mr. 
Justice  Dickinson,  at  the  last  criminal  sessions,  for  the  capital  felony  of 
carnally  knowing  a  child  under  ten  years  of  age.  The  proof  required 
to  support  this  charge  being  defective.  His  Honor  directed  the  Jury  to 
find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  an  assault,  reserving  for  the  consideration  of 
other  Judges  whether  such  a  verdict  could  be  supported  under  the  pro- 
vision of  1  Via,  c.  85,  sec.  11.  This  enacts  "that  on  the  trial  of  any 
person  for  any  felony,  where  the  crime  charged  shall  include  an  asm^i 
agaijist  the  person,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  jury  to  acquit  of  the  felony, 
and  to  find  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  assault  against  the  person  indicted,  if 
the  evidence  should  warrant  such  finding." 

(1)  Tlie  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Jan.  29  and  31,  1845. 
(2)  9  C.  &  P.,  724.  (3)  8  C.  &  P.,  674. 
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On  the  point  being  mfmtioned  to  the  Conrt,  they  were  of  opinion  that  1845. 

tthe  prisoner  could  not  be  found  guilty  of  assault,  on  the  ground  that  BiSQWA 

no  €UBatdt  wa$  included  in,  or  neoeasary  to  be  proved  for  the  purpose  of  ^* 


estabUslung  thefdomf  charged  ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  assault  proved 
was  not  touched  by  the  section  cited.  At  the  request  of  the  Attorney- 
General,  however,  the  Court  consented  to  hear  the  point  argued,  and 
assigned  Mr.  Purefoy  as  counsel  for  the  prisoner.  The  argument  took 
place  last  Tuesday,  and  the  Court,  after  considering  all  that  was  then 
urged,  have  seen  no  reason  to  change  their  former  opinion. 

There  is  certainly  no  direct  authority  upon  the  point,  but  the  cases 
which  bear  upon  it  are  all  in  favour  of  the  conclusion  at  which  we  hav& 
arrived.  In  Tht  Queen  v.  Banks  (4),  Mr.  Justice  Fcttteraon,  in  summing 
up,  says,  "  I  am  of  opinion  the  ofience  '*  (which  was  a  similar  one  to  the 
present)  ^^  does  not  include  an  assault,  and  that  you  must  either  find  the 
prisoner  guilty  of  the  whole  charge,  or  acquit  him."  Again,  the  same 
Judge,  in  Regina  v,  Crampton  (5),  says,  "  I  think  that  in  order  to  eon^ 
vict  a  person  of  an  assault  under  the  1 1th  section  of  the  statute  1  Vic 
c.  85,  it  must  be  an  assault  which  is  the  subject  matter  of  the  charge, 
and  embodied  in  tlie  citarge"  In  answer  to  The  Queen  v,  Bmike  it  was 
said,  that  in  that  case  there  was  consent  on  the  part  of  the  child,  and 
therefore  there  could  be  no  assault ;  but  that  in  the  present  case,  an 
actual  assault  having  been  proved  (the  child  having  resisted),  the 
prisoner  might  be  found  guilty  of  that  offence.  But,  with  reference  to 
the  point  now  under  consideration,  consent  or  non-consent  is  immaterial. 
It  is  material  undoubtedly  as  regards  the  fact  of  assault:  for  T/te  QiLeen  v, 
Martin  (6)  is  an  authority  that  if  the  child  consents,  the  prisoner  cannot 
be  found  guilty  of  an  assault.  But  that  decision  does  not  imply,  that 
if  the  child  consent,  a  prisoner  (under  an  indictment  lik9  tJie  present) 
could  be  found  guilty  of  an  assault.  In  that  case  the  prisoner  had  been 
acquitted  on  the  capital  charge  ;  but  there  was  a  count  for  a  common 
assault  also,  and  it  was  under  that  count  that  he  had  been  found  guilty. 
In  The  Queen  v,  McRue  (7),  a  prisoner  was  certainly  found  guilty  of  an 
assault,  upon  an  indictment  similar  to  the  present ;  but  (as  Mr.  Greaves 
observes  in  his  edition  of  Russell  on  Crimes)  the  point  does  not  seem  to 
have  been  noticed.  It  does  not  appear  in  that  case  whether  there  was 
consent  or  not ;  but  as  we  have  before  said,  the  point  for  our  determin- 
ation is,  not  whether  the  prisoner  has  committed  an  assault  or  not,  but 
whether  he  can  be  found  guilty  of  that  assault  under  this  indictment. 

{i)  8  C.  and  P.,  574.  (5)  1  C.  and  M.,  600.  (6)  9  C.  and  P.,  213. 

(7)  8  0.  and  P.,  641. 
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1845.  And  we  think  that  he  cannot^  on  the  simple  ground  that  an  assault  o& 

regina  ^^®  person  is  no  U^  ingredierU  in  the  offence  of  carnally  knowing  a 

**  child  under  ten  years  of  age,  and  consequently,  that  the  prisoner  has 


Stephen  C.J. 


not  (to  use  the  words  of  the  statute)  been  upon  his  trial  for  any  such 
felony  as  "  incltuies  in  the  crime  charged,  an  assault  against  the  persim. 

His  Honor  who  tried  the  case,  was  of  the  opinion  (still  retained  by 
him)  that  the  prisoner  was  entitled  to  acquittal  altogether,  on  the  grotmd 
that  an  assault  in  fact  having  been  proved,  the  offence  charged,  if  com- 
pleted, would  have  amounted  to  rape.  There  is  no  doubt  a  distinction 
in  the  wording  of  the  statutes,  relative  to  ''  Rape,"  and  "  Carnal  Know- 
ledge of  Children  "  j  the  word  rapuit  being  only  used  in  the  former.  The 
rest  of  the  Court,  however,  are  inclined  to  think  that  the  fact  oiresistawx 
in  the  child,  would  not  make  the  person  less  guilty  of  the  carnal  know- 
ledge,— ^which  is  the  crime  charged, — although  he  might  have  been 
equally  amenable  to  trial  for  rape.  The  object  of  the  statute,  thej 
conceive,  was  not  to  exclude  cases  of  non-consent,  but  to  include  all 
cases  of  carnal  knowledge,  in  the  case  of  children,  whether  there  was 
consent  or  not.  Upon  this  point,  however,  it  is  not  necessary  in  the 
present  case  to  pronounce  an  opinion. 

The  judgment  in  this  case  must,  for  the  reasons  given,  be  arrested. 
The  prisoner  will  however  be  detained,  in  default  of  bail,  to  answer  an 
indictment  (if  preferred  against  him)  for  assault  with  intent  to  commit 
rape.  He  may  be  admitted  to  bail,  before  any  two  justices,  himself  in 
£50,  with  two  sureties  in  £25  each.  In  tlie  meantime,  he  is  committed 
to  his  former  custody. 

Jtidgment  arrested. 
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[Equity.] 
WALKER  AND  OTHERS  i\  WEBB  and  others.  (1)  1846. 


Court  of  Claims — 5  Will,  IV,  No.  21 — Fraud  in  obtaining  Cromn  grant — Trustee,       Feb.  25. 

In  1S03  S.  obtained  a  lease  of  Crown  land  for  twenty-one  years,  reserving  rent, 
with  a  provision  for  the  purchase  of  the  fee  simple,  by  the  lessee,  in  which  case  the 
Crown  undertook,  in  effect,  to  give  a  grant  of  the  land  to  the  lessee,  or  other  legal 
proprietor.  Plaintiff's  claim  was  traced  by  various  conveyances  to  S.  In  1842 
defendant,  W.,  claiming  as  representatives  of  a  devisee  of  S.,  after  a  reference  to 
the  Commissioners  for  Claims,  under  5  Will.  IV,  No.  21,  and  recommendation  by 
them,  received  a  grant  of  the  property  in  question.  The  evidence  was  held  to 
show  that  plaintiffs  were  unaware  of  defendant's  application,  and  that  W.  was 
guilty  of  fraud  and  concealment  before  the  Commissioners.  The  grant  contained 
the  proviso  "that  the  lawful  rights  of  all  parties,  other  than  the  grantee,  therein 
named,  in  the  land  thereby  granted,  should  enure  and  be  held  harmless,  anything 
in  the  said  grant  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.*' 

Held,  W.  had  no  equity  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  grant  having  been 
made,  not  in  pursuance  of  a  mere  promise,  but  a  stipulation  in  a  lease,  TV.  must  be 
declared  a  trustee  for  them.  The  decision  of  the  Commissioners  ought  to  be  con- 
clusive unless  it  be  unconscientious  for  a  person  to  retain  the  benefit  thereof. 

The  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered,  Feb.  25,  by — 

a'Beckett,  J.  The  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  by  the  heir-at-law  and 
executors  of  Edmund  Harrison  Cliffe  praying  an  account  of  the  rents  of 
certain  land  in  possessson  of  the  defendant,  Wehb^  and  that  he  may  be 
declared  to  have  held  the  same  as  trustee  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  be  decreed 
to  convey  it  to  them. 

V 

The  land  in  question  is  situated  in  Parramatta,and  was  originally  leased 
bj  the  Crown  to  one  Charles  Steward^  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  Governor 
Sir  ThamcLS  Brisbane,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  ending  the  30th 
Jane,  1843.  The  land  was  let  at  a  quit-rent  of  6d.  per  rod,  and  it  was 
provided  by  the  lease  "  that  the  said  Charles  Steward  should  in  no  way 
either  divide  the  said  land  or  separate  or  partition  off  any  part  or  parcel 
thereof,  or  directly  or  indirectly  lease,  let,  sell,  alienate,  or  transfer  the 
same  or  any  part  thereof,  or  any  buildings  erected  thereon,  or  any  part 
thereof,  without  the  license  and  consent  of  the  Governor  of  the  territory 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Feb.  26,  1885.  Cited  9  S.C.R.  Eq.  127 ;  *S>^n^r 
r.  Gray  (1848) ;  Clark  v.  Terry  (1853) ;  Smith  v.  Datoes  (1853);  and  Coclrroft  \\ 
Hancy  (1858),  post. 
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1845.        for  the  time  being,  for  that  purpose  first  had  and  obtained,  in  any  or 
Walkeb     either  of  which  cases  above-mentioned  the  said  license  was  to  be,  and 
^'*  become  absolutely  null  and  void."     And  it  was  by  the  said  lease  further 

understood,  "  that  in  case  the  said  lessee,  his  executors,  admiuistrators, 
or  assigns,  should  be  desirious  hereafter  of  purchasing  the  fee  simple  and 
inheritance  of  the  said  land,  he  or  they  should  be  at  liberty  to  do  so  on 
paying  to  the  Crown  for  the  purchase  thereof,  a  fine  equal  to  twenty- 
one  years  of  quit-rent  thereby  reserved  ;  or  in  event  of  the  said  lessee^ 
his  executors,  adaunistrators,  or  assigns,  erecting  on  the  said  land  such 
boilding  as  might  be  approved  of  by  the  Governor  for  the  time  being, 
according  to  a  plan  and  specification  thereof  to  be  previously  submitted 
to  him  for  his  approval,  provided  that  the  same  should  not  be  of  lev 
actual  value  and  cost  than  £1,000  sterling,  then,  and  in  either  of  ^e 
said  last-mentioned  cases,  a  grant  of  the  said  land  would  he  made  to  the 
said  lestee  or  other  legal  proprietor  of  the  ioid  land." 

Bj  indenture  of  the  16th  May,  1827,  the  said  Charl^  Stetoard^ixi 
consideration  of  the  sum  oE  £450,  assignei  his  interest  in  the  term 
created  by  the  lease,  to  John  Payne,  From  him  it  was  transferred  to 
Richard  Charles  Priichett,  by  deed  poll,  under  the  hand  and  seal  of 
William  Carter,  the  then  Sheriff  of  New  South  Wales,  bearing  date  the 
17th  January,  1829.  The  deed  recites  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  by 
Charles  Abraham  Wilson,  on  the  15th  November,  1828,  in  the  Supreme 
Courts  against  the  said  John  Payne  ;  the  isfiftittig  of  9^fi,f<h.  directed  to 
the  said  William  Carter,  aa  Sheriff  cemmaading  him  to  levy  on  thelaa^ 
<bc.,  of  John  Payne^  the  sum  o£  £454,  in  satis£ftctwa  of  the  said  j^- 
ment ;  and  that  in  obedience  to  the  said  wiit^  he,  the  said  ^hsaS,  hid 
caused  to  be  put  up  for  sale  the  land  in  question,  and  sidd  it  to  Mickt^ 
Charles  Pritchett,  as  the  highest  bidder,  for  the  sum  of  £300.  By  in- 
denture of  the  Ilth  May,  1829,  Pr{ft;^ef  assigned  his  interest  to  W^^ 
BarneSy  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  £400 ;  and  on  the  14th  /nly, 
1830,  Ba/mes  demised  the  land  by  way  of  mor^ge,  to  the  plaintiffs 
testator,  Cliffs,  m.  coi»ideration  of  the  sunt  of  £323L  A  further  snm 
of  £45  was  afterwards  advanced  by  Cliffs  to  Barnes,  in  consideratioii  rf 
which,  and  of  the  sum  previously  advanced,  the  latter  conveyed  to  t&* 
former  his  equity  of  redemption  in  the  knd,  by  indenture  of  the  !«* 
September,  1832.  Cliffs  died  in  November,  1837,  leaving  the  plaintif, 
Anna  Frances  Cliffs,  his  heir  at  law,  having  made  a  wfll  by  which  he 
appointed  the  other  plaintiffs  his  executors,  two  of  whom  Thffii^ 
Walker  and  Samuel  Ashmore,  have  takaa  out  probate  of  the  wiJL  Oa 
the    18th  March,  1842,  the  defendant^  Richard   Wehb,  applied  to  Bi» 
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ISxoeileiiejr  Snr    George  Gippa,    to  purohase    the    land    in    question,         1845. 
**  allegiBg,"  as  tlie  bill  states,  **  that  such  application  was  made  in  pursu-      Walker 
ance  of  the  power  for  that  purpose  given  by  the  said  Deed  Poll  of  the       ^' 

^^^        V?  EBB* 

30th  Juney  1823."  This  dLaim  was  referred  by  His  Excelleney  to  the 
Commiasionerg  appointed  under  the  Act  of  3  WiH  lY^  familiarly  known 
as  the  Court  of  Claims  Act,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  appointing  and  em- 
powering  Commissioners  to  examine  and  report  upon  claims  to  grants  of 
lands  under  the  great  seal  of  the  Colony  of  New  South  Wales»"  The 
Commissioners  accordingly  considered  the  claim,  and  having  reported  in 
favour  of  it,  a  grant  of  the -land  was  made  to  the  defendant  Webb  and  his 
heirs,  upon  certain  trusts  therein  mentioned.  This  grant  bears  date  of 
the  18th  August,  1842,  and  purports  to  be  made  in  compliance  with  the 
reeommendation  of  the  Commissioners  appointed  under  the  above  men- 
tioned  Act» 

The  grant,  after  specifying  the  land,  describes  it  as  "  being  the  allot* 
jnent  leased  to  Charles  Stuart,  otherwise  Stewart,  by  His  Excellency 
Sir  I7unna8  Brisbane,  on  the  30bh  June,  1823,  but  now  granted  in  comr 
pliance  with  recommendation  of  the  Commissioners,  appointed  under 
the  Act  of  the  Colonial  Legislature,  5  Wm.  lY,  No.  21,  in  their 
Report  on  the  case  No.  1119,  made  on  the  6th  day  of  July,  1842,  unto 
the  said  Richard  Webb,  upon  the  trusts  mentioned  in  the  will  of 
WiUiam  Chadsworth,  bearing  date  the  18th  day  of  May,  1842  :  and  in 
further  consideration  of  the  sum  of  £29  18s.  6d.  sterling,  for,  and  on 
our  behalf,  by  the  said  Bichard  Webb,  paid  as  in  the  said  lease  cove- 
nanted to  the  Colonial  Treasurer  of  our  said  territory,  before  these 
presents  are  issued,  being  -a,  fine  equal  to  the  payment  of  twenty'<me 
years  qnit-rent  on  the  said  allotment,  in  terms  of  the  regulations  of  the 
25th  August,  1834,"  and  there  is  a  proviso  in  the  grant,  "that  thd 
lawful  rights  of  all  parties,"  other  than  the  grantee,  therein  named,  in 
the  land  thereby  granted,  should  enure  and  be  held  harmless,  anything 
in  the  said  grant  to  the  contrary,  notwithstanding." 

Shortly  after  the  date  of  the  grant,  Webb  took  possession  of  the  land, 
upon  which  the  pkintiisy  who  allege  that  they  were  ignorant  of  the 
proceedings  before  the  Commissioners  until  the  grant  had  been  issued, 
demiMted  poBsessson  of  Webb,  which  he  declined  to  give  up.  At  the 
same  time  Captain  Ashmare,  one  of  the  executors,  tendered  him  £48 
9b.  2d.  for  the  cost  he  had  incurred  in  obtaining  the  grant,  and  offered 
to  pay  any  other  expenses'he  might  have  been  put  to ;  but  Webb  replied, 
**  He  knew  nothing  about  it — ^the  property  was  his."     He  admits  in  his 
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1845.        answer  to  have  taken  possession  on  the  1st  March,  1843 ;  the  demand 
Walker     and  refusal  took  place  in  June  following,  and  in  July  of  the  same  year 
Webb        *^®  present  bill  was  filed. 

a^ Beckett  J.  In  addition  to  the  facts  already  stated,  and  which  were  proved  at  the 
hearing,  evidence  was  given  of  the  Sheriff^s  sale  to  PrilcheU  by  a 
witness  who  was  present,  and  who  stated  that  he  did  not  remember 
anybody  forbidding  the  sale.  The  same  witness  said  he  knew  Payne^ 
and  remembered  him  in  possession  in  1828,  and  that  after  the  Sheriff's 
sale  Barnes,  who  had  been  Payne^a  agent^  continued  in  possession  for 
^ve  or  six  years.  A  clerk  from  the  Supreme  Court  Office  produced  the 
judgment  roll  in  the  action  of  Wilson  v,  Payne ;  and  Mr.  Pronto  the 
Under  Sheriff,  in  reference  to  the  same  matter  produced  two  books  from 
the  Sheriff's  Office  called  the  fi,  /a.  and  ca.  sa.  books,  from  one  of  which 
he  read  what  he  called  "  an  entry  of  the  sale  under  the  fi^/a^  issued  in 
the  case  of  Wilson  against  Payne.  **  He  said  it  was  customary  to 
make  such  entries  in  these  books  when  the  writ  was  returned  ;  that  the 
entries  were  in  the  handwriting  of  the  late  Under  Sheriff,  Mr.  Jamet] 
that  he  had  looked  for  the  writ  olfisfa,  in  the  cause  of  Wilson  v,  Payne 
but  could  not  find  it  in  his  office.  No  other  evidence  was  given  on 
thia  point,  but  Mr.  Donnelly  requested  I  would  refer  the  matter  for 
enquiry  to  the  Master,  which  I  declined.  In  support  of  the  other  parts 
of  his  case  the  plaintiffs  read  from  the  answer  of  the  defendant  Webb  an 
admission  of  his  having  applied  for  the  grant,  but  that  such  application 
was  made  after  he  had  given  the  usual  three  months'  notice  in  the 
Government  Gazette,  to  enter  their  caveats  against  his  claim.  He  ad- 
mitted, also,  that  the  Commissioners  had  heard  in  the  absence  of  the 
plaintiffs,  the  representations  made  by  the  defendant  through  his 
solicitor,  on  the  subject  of  such  claim— and  that  the  original  lease  of 
the  30th  of  June,  1823  was  not  produced  or  shown  to  the  Conunis- 
sioners  during  the  investigation  of  the  said  claim,  or  at  any  other  time. 
The  other  defendfimts  disclaimed  by  their  answer,  any  interest  in  the 
matter ;  and  no  witnesses  were  called,  nor  any  evidence  given,  either 
by  them,  or  the  defendant  Wehh. 

The  charges  relied  upon  in  tlie  Bill  as  entitling  the  plaintifb  to  relief 
were,  First,  the  concealment  by  Webb,  from  the  Commissioners  of  the 
Court  of  Claims,  of  the  fact  of  the  assignment  from  Stewart  to  Pay«^ 
and  of  the  deeds  subsequent  thereto  vesting  the  term  in  the  plaintifi* 
Secondly,  the  non-production  before  the  Commissionera  of  the  origin*^ 
lease  of  the  30th  June,  1823.  Thirdly,  that  the  said  lease  had  been 
and  then  was  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  those  under  whom 
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they  claimed  ever  since  the  period  when  Stewart  conveyed  to  Payne,        1845. 
Fourthly,  That  the  plaintiffs  are  the  only  persons  entitled  by  virtue  of     Walker 
the  said  lease  to  purchase  the  fee-simple  of  the  land  from  the  Crown,       wbbb 
and  that  the  grant  made  to  the  defendant  Webb,  was  obtained  by  false 
suggestion  or  concealment  of  facts. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  Webb  sets  up  a  claim  to  the  grant,  as 
trustee  for  the  parties  named  in  the  will  of  William  Cliadswarth,  who  it 
IS  alleged  became  entitled  to  the  property  as  legatee  of  the  original  lessee, 
Stewart  It  repudiates  also  the  validity  of  the  assignment  from  Stewart 
to  Fayne^  as  being  in  violation  of  the  proviso  in  the  lease,  and  on  the 
ground  that  the  consideration  of  £400,  which  it  is  alleged  was  to  have 
been  paid  by  £50  in  cash,  and  the  residue  in  promissory  notes,  was  in 
fact  never  paid.  In  support  of  his  own  claim,  the  defendant  Webb  relied 
upon  his  grants  which  was  the  only  document  produced  by  him  at  the 
hearing  \  the  original  lease  came  from  the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs. 
As  to  the  consideration  from  Payne  to  Stewart,  one  of  the  plaintiff's 
witnesses,  on  cross-examination,  swore  that  the  money  was  to  be  paid 
by  notes  of  hand  from  Payne  to  Stewart ;  that  he  had  seen  some  of  the 
notes  in  Stewards  possession  some  time  after  the  assignment;  that 
Stetoart  was  supplied  with  provisions  through  the  medium  of  Payne*8 
agent,  Barnes,  and  that  these  provisions  and  other  matters  were  to  be 
set  off  against  the  notes  when  ])ayable.  The  attesting  witness  to  the 
delivery  of  the  deed  by  Stewart  did  not  recollect  the  passing  of  any 
money  at  the  time,  but  proved  the  mark  of  Stewart  to  a  receipt  indorsed 
on  the  deed  for  the  full  amount  of  the  purchase  money. 

The  case  was  argued  before  me  on  the  12th  December  last,  Mr. 
Donnelly  and  Mr.  Windeyer  appearing  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  Mr.  Foster 
and  Mr.  Broadhurst  for  the  defendants. 

The  points  chiefly  relied  upon  by  the  defendants,  were,  that  the 
recommendation  of  the  Commissioners,  that  the  grant  should  be  made  to 
Webb,  was,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  conclusive  in  favour  of  the  grantee ; 
and  that  if  not,  the  plaintiffs  had  failed  in  making  out  their  title,  by 
reason  of  the  defective  transfer  of  Paynes  interest  to  Pritchett,  under 
the  Sheriff's  sale.  They  contended  also  that  the  assignment  from  Steward 
to  Payne,  was  void,  as  being  on  the  face  of  it,  a  transfer  without  the 
consent  of  the  Crown.  It  was  said  also,  that  assuming  the  defendant 
WM  had  attained  the  grant  by  false  representations,  still  he  was  not 
liable  in  a  Court  of  Equity  as  trustee,  but  the  plaintiffs  should  have 
applied  to  the  Crown  for  a  scire  facias  on  the  ground  that  the  grant  had 
improvide  emanavit.     It  was  contended  also,  that  the  defendant  having 
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1846.  priority  at  law,  hia  Equity  ought  to  have  been  cUiproved  by  the  plftintifiy 

Walkkb  before  they  could  net  up  their  own  j  and  that^  for  that  purpose,  they 

^'  ought  to  have  shown  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of  the  pliintiffa 
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daim  to  the  hmd  at  the  time  of  his  acquiring  a  title  to  it  Uuoiigfa 
Steuxtrt,  and  that  no  proof  of  such  title  was  necessary  on  his  part^  for 
that  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  by  the  plaintifGs  to  the  contrarj,  it  was 
to  be  presumed  as  against  them,  that  he  had  purchased  the  property 
from  Stewart  The  objections  to  the  Deed  from  the  Sheriff,  were,  that 
it  was  unsupported  by  evidence  of  any  writ  oiJi./a,  having  been  delivered 
to  the  Sheriff,  or  of  any  levy  having  been  made  under  it,  and  that  the 
recital  of  these  facts  in  the  deed  was  insufficient  to  prove  them,  as  against 
the  defendants.  An  objection  was  also  taken,  that  the  Attorney-General 
should  have  been  made  a  party  to  the  bill ;  and  that  the  executors  were 
improperly  joined  as  plaintiffs,  having  no  interest^  and  not  suing  in,  the 
character  of  deviseea 

The  plaintifiP's  counsel  answered,  that  as  to  the  transfer  from  Steuwi 
to  Payne,  without  the  consent  of  the  Crown — ^the  Crown  alone  ooold 
take  advantage  of  it ;  and  that  as  it  had  recognised  the  vididity  of  the 
original  lease  in  the  grant  to  Webby  its  oonsent  to  the  transfer  was  to 
be  presumed ;  or,  at  all  events,  that  the  right  to  forfieiture  on  tbat 
ground  has  been  waived.  He  insisted  that  the  Sheriff's  deed  was  soffi- 
cient  without  proof  of  the^.  fa,  or  levy.  And  that,  if  not,  it  was  no 
answer  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  relief  against  the  defendant ;  moreover, 
that  it  was  not  a  defence  open  to  the  defendant  on  the  pleadings,  as  he 
had  only  set  up  by  his  answer  that  the  consideration  from  Payne  to 
Steward  had  not  been  paid,  an  assertion  which  was  disproved  by  the 
evidence.  He  contended  that  the  property  having  been  only  personalty 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  the  executors  were  the  only  proper 
parties  to  sue.  That  as  to  the  want  of  notice — the  fact  of  the  origisal 
lease  being  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs,  which  must  have  been  known 
to  the  defendants — was  equivalent  to  notice.  And  finally  he  contended, 
that  60  far  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioners  being  conclusive,  the 
claim  not  being  founded  on  the  promise  of  any  Governor,  ought  not  to 
have  been  sent  to  the  Commissioners  at  all ;  but  that,  however  it  mig^^ 
be,  the  proviso  in  the  grant,  saving  "  the  lawful  rights  of  all  parties,'' 
was  sufficient  to  give  the  plaintiffs  a  locus  standi  in  this  Court. 

The  principal  point  for  my  determination  is  one  of  great  importaaoOr 
being  raised,  I  believe,  for  the  first  time,  and  apparently  striking  a^ 
the  root  of  titles,  which  may,  perhaps,  have  been  hitherto  deemed  9S 
unassailable  in  equity,  as  at  law.     No  general  derangement  of  property^ 
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however,  need  be  apprehended  from  the  exercise  of  the  Court's  equitable  1^45. 
junfldiciion  in  the  present  case,  for  the  same  principles  which  make  it  Walker 
reluctant  to  recognise  any  barrier  in  the  way  of  a  remedy  for  fraud, 
dispose  it  to  nphokl  all  transactions  where  rights  have  been  bond  Jlde 
acquired,  or  where  it  sees  that  a  complaint,  it  might  at  one  period  have 
entertained,  has  lost  its  force,  or  rather  its  justice,  from  time,  acquies- 
cence, or  the  intermixture  of  other  interests,  than  those  originally 
concerned. 

Before  determining  the  main  question  here  raised,  it  may  be  as  well 
to  strip  the  case  of  its  comparatively  minor  points.  I  think  the  AUornei/- 
General  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  the  bill,  though,  I  must  confess,  I 
was  for  a  time,  in  much  doubt  upon  that.  But  on  reflection,  I  see  r.o 
necessity  for  his  appearance.  The  Crown  has  no  interest  in  the  land 
claimed,  but  has  parted  with  the  fee,  on  the  assumption  that  the  grantee 
is  the  legal  proprietor  of  the  land  demised  by  the  original  lease  of  the 
30th  June,  1823.  The  plaintifis  contend  that  they  ought  to  stand  in 
that  position,  and  the  contest  as  to  that,  is  between  them  and  the 
defendant.  The  grant  is  already  made,  and  the  question  is  not  now 
who  shall  be  the  grantee ;  but  whether  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to 
stand  in  the  place  of  the  person  adopted  by  the  Crown  in  that  character. 
No  fraud  has,  in  fact,  been  practised  on  the  Crown,  which  acting  upon 
the  recommendation  of  the  Commissioners,  has  intentionally,  and  ad- 
visedly, made  the  grant  in  question.  For  this  reason  I  think  the  plaintiflfs 
could  have  no  remedy  by  a  »cire  /acicuj  for,  to  support  that-,  there  must 
be  fraud  or  false  suggestion  from  the  grantee  to  the  Crown,  and  that 
too  in  a  more  limited  sense  than  is  ascribed  to  those  words  in  a  Court  of 
Equity.  The  objection  too,  on  the  score  of  violating  the  provisions  of 
the  original  lease  by  transferring  the  land  without  consent,  in  the  first 
instance  from  Stetoard  to  Payne^  appears  to  me  untenable.  The  true 
answer  to  it  was,  I  think,  given  by  Mr.  Donnelly,  and  need  not  be  here 
repeated.  Equally  unfounded,  and  for  the  reasons  adduced,  by  the  same 
learned  counsel,  was  the  objection  that  the  executors  ought  not  to  have 
been  made  parties. 

I  now  come  to  the  more  serious  objection,  and  it  is  that  which  relates 
to  the  SheriflTs  deed  of  sale  to  PritcheU,  on  the  17th  January,  1829.  It 
was  contended  that,  as  against  a  stranger,  the  fi.  fa.  and  levy  must  be 
proved,  and  that  a  recital  of  these  facts  in  the  deed  of  sale  was  not 
evidence  of  either.  But  upon  looking  to  the  deed,  I  s^e  no  such  recital,. 
for  nothing  more  is  there  stated  than  what  I  have  already  mentioned,. 
viz.,  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  against  Payne ^  the  issuing  of  ^fi^fa,^ 
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directed  to  the  Sheriff,  to  levy  on  ]iis  goods  and  lands,  and  the  fact  of 
his  putting  up  for  sale  by  auction  the  lands  in  question,  "  in  obedience 
to  the  said  writ  oijieri  facias.''  As  to  the  delivery  of  the  writ,  and  the 
levy  thereon,  the  deed  is  entirely  silent  Mr.  Proufs  evidence  amounted 
to  this — that  from  an  entry  in  one  of  the  books  in  the  SheriflTs  office,  be 
concluded  there  must  have  been  &Ji./a,  levy,  and  return.  The  judgment 
roll  was  produced,  but  no  Ji. /a.,  nor  was  any  account  given  of  it,  except  by 
Mr.  Prouty  who  said  he  had  looked  for  it  in  his  office,  and  could  not  find  it. 

In  weighing,  however,  the  strength  of  the  objection  to  this  part  of 

the  plaintifiTs  case,  regard  must  be  had  to  the  nature  of  the  question  in 

issue,  upon  the  bill,  and  to  the  relation  of  the  parties  between  whom  it 

is  raised.     I  agree  with  Mr.  Broadhursty  that  where  parties  are  equal  in 

point  of  equity,  those  who  have  the  advantage  at  law  will  prevail ;  and 

if  this  wore  the  position  of  the  litigants  here,  I  might  pause  to  consider 

whether  this  objection  did  not  turn  the  scale  in  favour  of  the  party  who 

makes  it     But  how  stands  the  case?    Wehh, — though,  without  the  least 

evidence  in  support  of  his  claim, — pretends  to  derive  title,  not  from 

Payne  but  from  Stetoart ;  but  if  Stewart  made  a  valid  transfer  of  the 

land  to  Payne,  what  equity  can  arise  to  Wehb,  by  the  invalidity  of  any 

of  the  subsequent  deeds,  in  the  coui-se  of  its  transmission  to  C^/«' 

His  equity,  therefore,  fails  in  limine^  for  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 

transfer  to  Payne  was  operative  against  Stevxirt,  and  that  the  evidence 

by  which  it  was  attempted  to  be  impugned,  entirely  failed.    Had  Ww 

for  a  valuable  consideration  purchased  from  Payne,  after  the  SheriflTs 

sale,  he  would  have  had  some  ground  for  setting  up  an  equity  with 

Cliffe — each  claiming  from  the  same  source,  would  (in  the  absence  of 

Zk)tioe  to  either)  have  had  equal  equities — and  the  question  of  legal 

priority  would,  then,  have  properly  arisen  between  them.     But,  looking 

to  the  objects  of  this  bill,  and  the  ground  on  which  relief  is  asked,  I  do 

not  think  it  necessary  that  the  plaintiffs  are  driven  to  deduce  their  title 

in  the  same  sense,  and  with  the  same  strictness,  which  would  be  required 

in  an  action  of  ejectment     Their  title  is  set  out^  not  so  much  for  the 

purpose  of  exhibiting  its  legal,  as  its  equitable  strength ;  nor  with  a 

view  to  enforce  any  right  by  means  of  the  former,  but  to  obtain  some 

by  means  of  the  latter.     For  these  reasons,  then,  I  decline  at  the  instance 

of  the  defendant,  to  cut  short  the  plaintiffs'  claim  of  title,  by  stopping 

at  the  deed  in  question,  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  suit,  hold,  that  it 

sufficiently  transferred  the  interest  to  those  under  whom  the  plaintiffs 

now  claim.     At  all  events,  it  involves  so  much  of  law,  that  in  the  face 

of  the  equity  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs  I  will  not  take  upon  myself  to 

decide  otherwise. 
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This  brings  me  to  the  substantial  question  between  the  parties,  viz., 
whether  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  defendant 
as  grantee  of  the  land,  by  virtue  of  their  title  under  the  original  lease, 
notwithstanding  the  decision  of  the  Commissioners  of  the  Court  of 
Claims.  It  was  said  that^  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  that  decision  ought 
to  be  conclusive.  The  term  fraud  is  somewhat  comprehensive,  but  I 
will  admit  that,  unless  ib  be  unconscientious  for  the  defendant  to  retain 
the  benefit  of  the  Commissioners'  decision,  it  ought  to  be  conclusive. 
The  Court,  however,  if  it  see  reason  to  differ  from  that  decision  will  not 
feel  the  same  reluctance  in  disturbing  it,  as  it  might  have  done,  if  the 
grant  in  question  had  been  made  in  pursuance  of  a  promise,  instead  of 
a  stipulation  in  a  lease.  I  think  Mr.  Donnelly  drew  a  very  proper  dis- 
tinction between  the  two,  and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  he  was  wrong 
in  contending  that  the  claim  in  question  was  not  one,  upon  which  the 
Commissioners  should  have  decided  at  all.  The  section  under  which 
they  are  empowered  to  act,  is  at  follows : — And  be  it  further  enacted, 
'*  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Governor  of  the  said  colony,  as  often  as 
to  His  Excellency  shall  seem  fit,  to  refer  the  claims  of  all  persons  to 
have  grants  of  land  in  due  form  of  law  executed  to  them,  in  virttie  and 
in  performance  of  the  promise  of  any  Governor  for  the  time  being,  to  the 
said  Commissioners,  to  the  end  that  all  such  claims  may  be  duly  ex- 
amined and  reported  ui>oii  for  the  information  and  guidance  of  the 
Governor ;  and  the  said  Commissioners,  or  any  two  of  them,  of  whom 
the  president  shall  be  one,  shall  proceed  to  hear,  examine,  and  report 
thereon,  in  manner  hereinafter  mentioned :  Provided  always,  that 
nothing  herein  contained  shall  authorise  the  said  Commissioners  to 
receive  or  report  upon  any  claims  but  such  as  sliall  be  referred  to  them 
by  tlie  Governor  aforesaid."  Now  the  grant  in  question  is  not  made  in 
pursuance  of  any  promise,  but  of  an  absolute  stipulation  by  deed  that 
"  the  grant  of  land  thereby  leased  shall  be  made  to  the  lessee  thereof, 
or  other  legal  proprietor."  This  is  very  different  from  a  promise,  in  the 
sense  in  which  that  word  is  used  in  the  section  just  cited,  and  requires 
very  different  kind  of  evidence  to  entitle  a  party  to  claim  the  benefit  of 
it.  A  promise  from  the  Crown  would  convey  no  legal  title  to  the 
transferrees  into  whose  hands  it  might  pass  for  value,  and  the  4th  sec- 
tion therefore,  of  the  Act  goes  on  to  enact,  "  That  in  hearing  and  exam- 
ining all  claims  to  grants  a^  aforesaid^  the  Commissioner  shall  be  guided 
by  the  real  justice  and  good  conscience  of  the  case,  without  regard  to 
legal  forms  and  solemnities,  and  shall  direct  themselves  by  the  best  evi- 
dence they  can  procure,  or  that  is  laid  before  them,  whether  the  same 
be  such  evidence  as  the  law  would  require  in  other  cases  or  not."     Now 
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1845.  surely  it  cannot  be  contended  that  this  language  applies  to  the  case  of  a 
Walker  claimant  under  a  lease,  for  the  very  nature  of  his  claim  requires  legsl 
evidence  to  support  it :  but  if  the  kind  of  testimony  mentioned  abore 
would  be  admissible,  and  the  reception  of  any  other  is  to  depend  on  tiie 
discretion  of  the  Commissioners,  the  <<  legal  proprietor,''  (who  lb  the  onlj 
party  contemplated  by  the  Crown,)  might,  and  in  many  cases  pvobablj 
would  be,  excluded  altogether. 

If  this  be  a  correct  view  of  the  Act,  the  authority  of  the  Commis- 
sioners* decision  must  go  for  very  little  in  the  present  case ;  and  indeed 
one  can  hardly  pay  much  respect  to  it,  when  it  seems  that  they  never 
had  before  them,  or  thought  fit  to  require  the  production  of  the  very 
lease  which  gives  rise  to  the  claim.  The  grant  which  expressly  refers 
to  the  lease,  is  made  in  pursuance  of  it,  and  could  only  have  been  made 
to  Wehh  on  tlie  faith  of  his  being  "  the  legal  proprietor  "  with  whom 
alone  the  stipulation  for  the  grant  was  made.  If  I  see  clearly,  then, 
that  Wehh  was  not  the  legal  proprietor — but  that  he  has  been  repre- 
sented in  that  character  to  the  prejudice  of  the  party  who  w<u ;  shall  I 
allow  him  to  retain  such  an  undue  advantage,  because  it  has  been 
obtained  through  the  agency  or  recommendation  of  others  t  I  should, 
at  least,  desire  to  see  upon  what  facts  that  recommendation  was  based, 
before  I  could  listen  to  any  equity  that  is  pretended  to  be  set  up  by 
Wehh,  It  appears  that  the  Commissioners  made  a  report,  but  the 
defendant  has  not  thought  fit  to  give  it  in  evidence.  His  position, 
before  m?,  therefore,  is  that  of  a  person  not  having  the  least  claim 
either  at  law  or  in  equity  to  be  the  legal  proprietor  imder  the  lease  in 
question  ;  and  a  perusal  of  his  answer  convinces  me  that,  whatever 
case  he  may  have  made  before  the  Commissioners,  he  has,  in  reality, 
none  that  this  Court  ought  to  recognise  for  a  moment.  The  plaintiffii 
on  the  contrary,  are  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration,  have  had 
possession  by  those  under  whom  they  claim  for  several  years ;  and 
produce  from  their  custody  the  requisite  title  deeds,  including  the  most 
important  of  all — the  original  lease  of  the  30th  June,  1823.  It  is  said 
there  was  no  concealment  on  the  part  of  Wehh  in  his  proceedings  before 
the  Court  of  Commissioners,  three  months*  notice  having  been  given  by 
him  in  the  Gazette,  of  his  claim.  But  a  notice  of  this  kind,  which  he 
was  obliged  to  give  to  answer  his  own  purpose,  can  form  no  test  of  h(fn& 
fides,  especially  when  we  consider  that  if  his  object  had  really  been  to 
invite  the  attention  of  the  plaintiffs,  he  might  have  done  so  by  means 
less  doubtful  of  attaining  that  end,  than  the  medium  of  a  pnUi* 
advertisement.  But  it  is  impossible  to  look  at  WeWa  answer,  and  not 
be  convinced  that  there  has  been  both  concealment  and  misrepresentation 
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existence   of  the  deeds  under  which  the   pUiintifis  claim,  but  denies      Walker 
that  he  concealed  the  knowledge  of  them  from  the  Commissioners,       __^- 
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because  as  he  says,  "  His  solicitors  who  conducted  his  claim  before  the 
said  Commissioners,  informed  them  of  the  fact  of  there  having  been 
executed  some  deed  purporting  to  be  a  deed  of  assignment  from  the 
said  Charles  Stetcctrt  to  the  said  John  Payne,  but  which  had  never  been 
consummated  by  the  payment  of  the  consideration."  Here  then  is  a 
false  suggestion,  for  there  has  been  ample  evidence  given  to  satisfy  me 
that  the  assignment  aUuded  to  was  consummated.  As  to  the  original 
lease,  he  admits  it  was  not  shown  to  the  Commissioners,  '*  such  produc- 
tion," as  he  says,  "not  having  been  required  by  the  nature  of  the 
proceedings  before  the  Commissionera,  and  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  same  was  conducted."  This  gives  a  pretty  good  clue  to  the 
kind  of  evidence  which  was  entertained  by  the  Commissioners  ;  though 
one  can  hardly  imagine  any  circumstances,  which,  consistently  with 
equity  and  good  conscience,  could  justify  the  exclusion  of  evidence  so 
material  to  the  claim  made,  as  the  production  of  these  documents  would 
have  furnished. 

There  remains  only  one  point  to  determine.  It  was  argued  by  Mr. 
Foster  that,  admitting  the  defendant  Webb  to  have  obtained  the  grant 
by  false  representations,  he  could  not  be  dealt  with  as  a  trustee  for  the 
plaintiffs,  not  sustaining  any  fiduciary  character  in  regard  to  them.  In 
support  of  this^view  he  cited  Nesbitt  v.  Tredennick  (2).  The  circum- 
stances of  that  case  have  no  bearing  upon  this,  for  the  ground  of  that 
part  of  the  decision,  for  which  it  is  cited,  was  that  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiff  had  been  extinguished  both  in  law  and  equity,  at  the  period 
when  the  property  in  question  came  into  the  possession  of  the  party 
sought  to  be  charged  as  trustee.  But  here  the  lease  under  which  the 
plaintiffs  claim,  does  not  expire  until  June,  1843,  whilst  the  grant  was 
obtained  in  August,  1842.  But  were  it  otherwise,  the  defendant  here 
is  not  sought  to  be  made  liable,  on  the  ground  of  his 'sustaining  any 
fiduciary  relation  towards  the  plaintiff.  That  is  not  the  head  of  Equity, 
under  which  relief  is  sought  against  him.  What  the  defendant  is  charged 
with,  is  unconsoientioas  retention  of  an  advantage  which  has  been 
obtained  to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff's  rights,  and  until  he  surrenders 
it,  the  Court  will  consider  him  in  the  position  of  a  trustee,  not  on  the 
ground  of  any  fidudary  duty,  but  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  him  to 
discharge  that  which  it  considers,  on  his  part,  to  be  a  consctentiotis  one. 

(2)  Ball  and  Beatty,  29. 
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1845. 


Walkkb 

r. 
Webb, 

a'Berl-eft  J. 


"  The  Court "  (says  Mr.  Jeremy,  in  his  work  on  Equity  Jorifidictios,  p. 
94)  "  will  imply  a  trust  upon  what  it  ascertains  to  be  the  oonsdeutioiu 
duty  of  a  party,  and  will,  in  accordance  with  its  general  prindpleflj 
compel  him  to  the  performance  of  that  which  natural  justice  demands." 
It  is  upon  this  principle  I  decide  this  case — a  broad  principle,  I  admit, 
but  one  which,  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  would  be  nugatory,  if  it  were  not 
capable  of  embracing  every  state  of  circumstances  in  which  it  codd  be 
fairly  applied.  In  seeking  to  apply  it  here,  I  ought  not  to  be  deterred 
by  the  absence  of  any  cases  in  point :  for  in  a  colony  like  this,  it  is 
inevitable  that  contracts  and  dealings  will  take  place,  for  which  no 
analogy  can  be  found  at  homa  In  such  cases,  whilst  we  look  for  our 
guidance  to  English  law,  it  is  better  to  risk  the  misapplication  of  one  of 
its  principles,  than  of  rejecting  it  altogether.  Erroneous  application 
could  affect  only  the  particular  case,  and  would  be  capable  of  a  remedj; 
but  non-application  might  work  unknown  mischief  to  a  thousand  others, 
without  hope  of  appeal  or  redress.  We  must  look  in  admimsteiing 
either  law  or  equity,  to  the  circumstances  of  the  colony ;  if  the  present 
case  is  new,  its  novelty  is  no  reason  why  the  Court  should  not  deal  with 
it^  and,  if  necessary,  mould  its  decision  according  to  its  peculiar  exigency. 
In  BO  doing,  I  but  follow  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Colienhamy  who  in 
the  case  of  Taylor  v,  Salmon  (3)  makes  these  remarks : — "  I  have  before 
taken  occasion  to  observe,  that  I  thought  it  the  duty  of  this  Court  to 
adapt  its  practice  and  course  of  proceeding  as  far  as  possible  to  the 
existing  state  of  society,  and  to  apply  its  jurisdiction  to  all  those  new 
cases  which,  from  progress  daily  making  in  the  affairs  of  men,  most 
continually  arise,  and  not,  from  too  strict  an  adherence  to  forms  and 
rules  established  under  very  different  circumstances,  decline  to  administer 
justice,  and  to  enforce  rights  for  which  there  is  no  other  remedy.'' 

These  remarks  are  peculiarly  applicable  to  the  circumstances  of  this 
colony,  and  are  sufficient  justification,  if  I  wanted  any,  of  the  principles 
upon  which  I  decide  the  present  case.  I  have  only  to  add,  that  for 
the  reasons  already  given,  I  think  that  the  plaintiffs  have  made  oat 
their  equity,  and  that  they  are  entitled  to  a  decree  as  prayed. 

Declare  plaintiffs  entitled  to  the  land  in  question — and  that  WM  i> 
a  trustee  for  them.  Decree  an  account  of  all  moneys  i^ceived  by  IFe^i 
the  other  defendants  not  appearing  to  have  received  any,  and  of  all 
expenses  paid  by  him  in  procuring  the  grant  As  against  the  other 
defendants  the  bill  will  be  dismissed  with  costs  from  the  time  of  their 
disclaimer.     As  to  Webb  reserve  the  costs  for  further  directions. 

(3)  4  M,  &  Cr.,  141. 


SUPREME   COURT   CASES.  265 


[In  Insolvency.] 
In  re  HUGHES,  ex  j^arte  TERRY.  (1)  1845. 


Inw^vtncy — 5  Vic,  No.   17,  ««c.  55 — Reputed  ownerfthip — *^  Posses^n,  order,  or       *'*'*•  ^' 
disposition  "  — "  True  owner  " — Share  certificates  landing  in  name  of  insolvent.      Stephen  C.  J. 

Dickinson  J. 
An  insolvent,  H.,  having  been  indebted  to  T.  had  deposited  with  her  certificates  and 

of  shares  in  a  certain  company.    T.  afterwards  assessed  the  value  of  the  shares    a* Beckett  J. 
and  proved  for  the  balance  of  the  debt  against  H.'s  estate. 

H.  had,  however,  after  the  deposit,  continued  to  receive  the  di\ddend8  of  the 
said  shares,  and  to  vote  at  meetings  of  the  shareholdei-s.  On  application  by  T. 
that  the  trustees  of  the  estate  of  H.  should  transfer  the  shares  to  her.  Held  that 
the  term  **  true  owner "  in  sec.  55  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  indicates  the  person 
beneficiaily  interested,  and  that  T.  had  forfeited  her  right  to  succeed  by  allowing 
the  order  and  disposition  of  the  shares  to  remain  in  the  Insolvent,  as  reputed 
owner.  Reputed  ownership  is  a  matter  of  fact,  to  be  collected  from  all  the 
circumstances,  and  not  to  be  inferred  from  want  of  notice  alone. 

Application  by  Rosetta  Terry  for  an  order  directing  John  Walker^  one 
of  the  trustees  of  the  estate  of  John  Terry  Hughes^  to  execute  a  transfer 
to  the  said  Roaetta  Terry  of  certain  shares  in  the  Hunter  River  Steam 
l^avigation  Company. 

Foster  and  Wincleyer,  in  support  of  the  application. 

The  Solicitor-General  and  Ftsher,  contra. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by —  m  -  h  f" 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  was  an  application  to  the  Court,  in  its 
Xnsolvency  Jurisdiction,  under  section  39  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  on 
behalf  of  Rosetta  Terry,  that  the  Trustees  of  this  Estate  should  transfer 
to  her  one  hundred  shares,  possessed  by  or  standing  in  the  name  of  the 
Insolvent,  in  the  Hunter's  River  Steam  Navigation  Company.  The 
application  was,  according  to  our  present  ordinary  practice,  by  Motion; 
ip^hich  was  heard  before  the  full  Court,  on  the  29th  January  last : — 
and  the  facts,  as  they  appear  from  the  affidavits  on  either  side,  are  the 
following. 

The  Insolvent,  being  indebted  to  Mrs.  Terry  in  the  sum  of  £913,  for 
money  collected  by  him  on  her  account,  ^*  for  a  period  of  time  ending 
in  the  month  of  July,  1843,'^  deposited  with  her  the  Certificates  of  the 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald^  Jan.  30,  March  7,  1845. 
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1845.        shares  in  question,  which,  on  the  occasion  of  her  proving  her  debt  before 
"/JTrf        *^®  Chief  Commissioner,  she  valaed  at  £770.     She  thus  treats  the 
Hughes,     deposit  as  one  made  by  way  of  security  for  her  debt.    She  does  not 
Terry.       expressly  say,  however,  that  the  certificates  were  so  deposited ;  nor 
Stephen  C.J.  ^^^^  ^^  state  when,  in  fact,  they  were  deposited.     Her  statement  is, 
merely,  that  the  sum  is  partly  secured  by  deposit ;  and  no  further  infor- 
mation is  aflforded.     The  estate  of  the  insolvent  was  sequestrated  on 
the  7th  September,  1843.     Her  claim  on  the  estate  was  for  the  snm  of 
£143  only ;  being  the  balance,  remaining  uncovered  by  any  secunty, 
The  claim  was  allowed  by  the  Chief  Commissioner;  and  no  appetl 
against  his  decision,  as  provided  for  by  s.  36  of  the  Act,  was  presentei 

It  appears,  that  all  certificates  of  shares  in  the  Company  bear  on 
them  a  memorandum,  that  no  vcdid  transfer  thereof  can  take  place, 
unless  the  certificate  be  produced  at  the  Company's  office,  and  the 
transfer  be  registered  in  the  assignee's  name,  under  the  approval  of  the 
Directors.  And,  by  a  clause  in  the  Company's  Deed  of  Copartnership, 
the  person  in  whose  name  any  share  is  held,  shall  to  all  intents  be 
deemed  the  absolute  owner ;  and  shall  be  the  only  person  recognised 
by  the  Company,  relating  to  such  share.  But,  according  to  uie 
Manager,  no  notice  was  ever  given  to  him,  (or  to  the  Directors,  to  the 
best  of  his  belief),  of  any  transfer  of  the  shares  now  in  question ;  nor 
has  any  legal  assignment  of  them,  from  the  Insolvent  taken  place ;  nor 
has  any  change  ever  been  made  in  the  books  of  the  Company  as  to  the 
proprietorship  of  the  shares ;  nor  has  the  Manager  any  knowledge,  of 
the  interest  or  lien  claimed  by  the  present  applicant ;  but  the  Directors 
consider  the  insolvent,  or  his  trustees,  as  the  only  lawful  owner  or 
owners  of  the  shares ;  and,  until  his  insolvency,  the  Insolvent  always 
acted  as  the  proprietor  of  them,  by  voting  at  the  Company's  meetings, 
and  receiving  from  time  to  time  the  dividends. 

By  the  section  under  which  the  motion  was  made,  it  is  enacted  that 
any  creditor,  who  shall  hold  any  security  or  lien^  on  any  part  of  tne 
insolvent  estate,  shall,  in  his  affidavit  of  debt,  put  a  value  upon  such 
security,  and  deduct  such  value  from  the  debt  proved,  and  the  trustees 
shall  then  have  an  option^  either  of  taking  an  assignment  of  the  security 
on  payment  of  the  estimated  value  out  of  the  first  assets,  or  *  ot 
reserving  tliefull  effect  of  it  to  the  creditor,"— who  in  either  case  is  to 
be  ranked  on  the  estate,  for  the  balance  of  the  debt  so  ascertained. 
The  claimant  here,  therefore,  having  proved  her  debt  as  stated,  and  po 
a  value  upon  her  security,  real  or  supposed,  calls  on  the  trustees  to 
exercise  that  option,  by  either  paying  her  estimated  value,  of  the  on 
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hundred  shares,  and  taking  an  assignment  of  them,  or  by  relinquishing        184$. 

them  whoUy  to  her — which,  it  is  contended,  was  the  alternative  oontem-        ^nre 

plated  by  the  section,  where  the  Trustees  decline  to  avail  themselves  of     Hughes, 
'^  ''  .  ex  parte 

the  secnrity.     With  this  application,  two  of  the  Trustees  are  willing  to       Tebst. 

comply,  but  it  was  opposed  by  the  remaining  Trustee,  on  several  Stephen  C J, 
grounds. — First,  it  was  insisted  that  the  section  cannot  be  construed, 
as  contended  for  by  the  applicant.  Secondly,  if  that  be  the  construc- 
tion, yet  the  Court  possesses  no  summary  jurisdiction,  in  such  a  case, 
but  the  party  must  be  put  to  her  suit  in  equity.  Thirdly,  even  if  the 
Court  could  exercise  such  a  jurisdiction,  in  an  ordinary/  case  or  mort- 
gage, it  has  it  not  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  where  there  exists,  at  most, 
an  equitable  claim  merely.  Fourtlily,  objections  were  raised  to  the 
mode  of  proof,  the  claim  being  established  on]y,  if  at  a]l,  by  the  party 
herself — and  that,  it  was  submitted,  in  a  very  loose  and  suspicious 
manner.  Fifthly,  it  was  insisted,  that  the  claimant  had  at  all  events, 
as  against  the  Trustees,  forfeited  all  claim,  by  having  permitted  the 
Insolvent,  within  the  meaning  of  the  55th  section  of  the  Act,  to  remain 
and  be  the  reputed  ovmer  of  the  shares,  and  to  have  the  "  possession, 
order,  or  disposition"  thereof.  Sixthly,  it  was  maintained  that  she 
must  make  out,  in  any  event,  an  absolute  and  perfect  right  to  the 
transfer,  but  that  here  none  could  take  effect,  without  the  sanction  of 
the  Directors,  whose  discretion  this  Court  had  no  power  to  control. 

Of  these  objections,  the  fifth  appears  to  us  to  be  decisive  of  the  case, 
against  the  applicant.  The  terms  of  our  local  Act,  in  the  section  relied 
upon  for  this  objection,  are  the  same  as  those  in  the  72nd  section  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  IV,  c.  16.  The  decisions  of  the  Courts  at  home, 
therefore,  on  the  subject  of  "  reputed  ownership,"  under  that  Statute, 
may  be  relied  on  as  conclusive  on  this  question.  The  enactment  is,  that 
if  the  insolvent,  at  the  time  of  his  insolvency,  shall,  by  the  consent  of 
the  true  owner,  have  in  his  possession,  order,  or  disposition,  any  goods 
or  chattels,  whereof  he  was  reputed  owner,  the  Trustee  shall  have  power 
to  dispose  of  the  same,  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate.  It  was  contended 
by  the  very  learned  counsel  for  the  claimant,  that  in  this  cose  the  07'der 
or  disposition  of  the  shares  never  was,  in  the  insolvent,  and  for  this  he 
cited  ex  parte  Planty  4  Dea.  and  Ch.  166.  EX'  parte  Warner,  19  Ves. 
202,  was  also  referred  to.  On  the  other  hand,  he  maintained  that 
Roseiia  Terry  was  not  their  true  owner  ;  inasmuch  as  she  never  had  the 
legal  power  to  dispose  of  them.  He  distinguished  between  the  shares 
and  the  certificates  ;  and  contended  that,  although  the  latter  passed  to 
Mrs.  Terry,  yet  the  former  always  were  in  the  Insolvent.  It  appears 
to  us,  however,  notwithstanding  the  cases  mentioned,  that  those  relied 
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1845.         on  for  the  trustees,  or  referred  to  by  ourselves  during  the  argument, 

/ii  re        ^^^  ^^^  strong  to  be  overcome.     Nelaon  v,  London  Ataurance  Company 

^^^'     (2)  ;   West  v.  Reid  (3) ;  Ex  parte  Vallance  (4)  ;  See  also  jS'a;  parte  Lan- 

Terbt.      caster  Canal  Company  (5) ;  Ex  parte  Walkman  (6) ;  WiUiams  t\  Thorp 

Stephen  C.J.  (7)  ;  Ex  parte  Richardson  (8)  ;  Ea^yarte  Harrison  (9). 

If  the  distinction  is  to  be  maintained  between  the  certificates  and  the 
shares,  and  the  former  are  not  to  be  considered  as  symbols  of  the  latter, 
and  (for  the  purposes  of  this  motion,)  identical,  we  apprehend  that  the 
application  would  then  fail  on  another  ground.  On  the  suppositions 
that  they  are  things  essentially  different,  and  independent  on  each 
other,  the  applicant  has  already  got  all  that  she  is  entitled  to  ask  for. 
But  the  view  which  we  take  of  this  case  is,  that  within  the  meaning 
and  for  the  purposes  of  the  55th  section,  the  "  true  owner  **  of  the 
Shares  must  be  taken  to  be  the  Mortgagee  \  which  is  the  character, 
substantially,  in  which  Mrs.  Terry  claims.  Whether  she  is  legaDy  or 
equitably  Mortgagee,  is  (as  to  this  point)  immaterial.  And  we  are  of 
opinion,  that  the  "  order  or  disposition  "  of  the  Shares,  or  at  least  their 
*^ possessions*^  which  is  one  of  the  words  used  in  the  section,  has  always 
been,  within  the  meaning  of  the  same  section,  in  the  Insolventj  who,  by 
her  consent,  continued  up  to  the  insolvency  to  be  their  *•'  reputed  owner. 
The  Shares,  consequently,  will  pass  to  the  Trustees,  under  the  provisions 
of  that  section,  for  the  genei*al  benefit  of  the  creditors. 

A  review  of  the  cases  will  show,  that  the  term  "  true  owner  "  is  used, 
not  as  indicating  a  person  who  has  the  legal  title,  but  the  person  who 
is  or  was  intended  to  be  beneficially  interested,  in  contradistinction  to 
the  person  apparently  interested  only.  Were  the  legal  title  necessary, 
the  deposit  of  an  Instrument,  or  of  Title  Deeds,  would  not  be  within 
the  Statute.  But  many  of  the  cases,  in  which  the  question  of  reputed 
ownership  has  arisen,  are  of  this  class.  The  first  which  we  shall  mention 
is  that  of  Ex  parte  Vallance  (10)  cited  by  Mr.  Fislier  for  the  Trustees. 
The  Petitioner  there  claimed,  as  Equitable  Mortgagee  of  certain  shares 
in  a  Gas  Company,  the  Certificates  of  which  had  been  deposited  with 
them  by  the  Bankrupt,  and  the  Petition  was,  that  the  shares  might  be 
sold,  and  the  petitioner  be  allowed  to  prove  for  the  deficiency.  Bj  the 
Deed  of  Settlement,  all  transfers  of  Shares  were  to  be  entered  in  the 
Company^s  books,  and  no  person  was  to  be  entitled  as  transferee  whose 
name  was  not  so  entered.     No  transfer  appeara  to  have  been  made,  and 

(2)  2  Sim.  &  St.  292.  (3)  2  Hare  249.  (4)  3  Mont.  &  Ayr.  224,  and  1  Jur.  359. 
(5)  1  Deac.  and  Chit  411.  (6)  4  Deac.  k  Chit.  4111  (7)  2  Sim.  257.  (8)  3  J>^ 
496.     (9)  3  Deac.  185.     (10)  3  Mont  k  Ayr.  224  ;  and  1  Jar.  359. 
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resembles  the  present.     The  Assignees  opposed  the  petition,  on  two        jnre 
grounds,  of  which  the  first  is  immaterial  to  this  question.     The  second      tY^^* 
was,  that  the  shares  were  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  Bankrupt,       Tkbby. 
as  reputed  owner.     The  Petitioner  insisted  that  they  could  not  be  so  Stephen  C.J. 
considered ;  because  no  valid  transfer  could  take  place,  without  pro- 
duction of  the  certificates  at  the  Company's  office.     It  was  held,  that 
the  Shai^es  remained  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  Bankrupt. 
And,  per  Erskine,  C.  J.,  "whether  the  Petitioner's  claim  was  to  be 
considered  one  of  defective  title,  or  he  was  to  be  considered  the  true 
owner  of  the  shares,  by  virtue  of  the  deponty  he  had  equally  failed  in 
making  out  his  case."     The  Petition  was,  therefore,  dismissed.     We 
have  not  seen  the  report  in  Montagu  and  Ayrton,  and  that  in  the  *^  Jurist" 
is  evidently  loose  and  incomplete.     But  it  may  be  collected,  that  no 
difficulty  was  as  to  ownership,  zoithin  the  meaning  of  the  Statute,     Had 
there  been  no  "  true  "  owner,  within  that  meaning,  who  could  either 
permit  or  prevent,  (by  giving  notice,  or  otherwise),  the  repuixition  of 
ownership  in  the  bankrupt,  the  question  as  to  "  order  or  disposition  "  in 
the  latter,  was  wholly  out  of  place. 

As  to  reputed  ownership,  in  the  present  case,  (which,  where  disputed, 
is  a  matter  of  fact,  to  be  collected  from  all  the  circumstances,  and  not  to  be 
inferred  from  want  of  notice  alone  (11)  962,  and  2  M.  D.  and  D.  711) 
there  was  no  question.  But  Mr.  Foster  replies  on  exj^rte  Plant  for  the 
position  maintained  by  him,  that  nevertheless  those  shares  were  not 
in  the  bankrupt's  or  disposition.  That  case  was  not  one  of  mortgage 
or  deposit,  but  simply  of  lien,  created  by  a  co-partnership  deed,  as 
between  the  Company  and  its  partners.  The  bankrupt  was  a  partner 
in  a  banking  company,  and,  at  his  bankruptcy,  was  indebted  to  them 
for  advances  made  him.  The  deed  of  settlement  provided,  not  only  (as 
here)  that  no  share  should  be  transferred  without  the  consent  of  the 
Directors,  but  that  the  shares  of  each  member  should  be  liable,  in  the 
hands  of  the  Company,  for  debts  due  by  the  Company  to  others,  and 
also  for  all  debts  which  might  be  due  to  the  Company,  individually,  by 
him.  The  Assignees  contended,  however,  that  the  shares  passed 
absolutely  to  them,  under  the  statute,  as  being  in  the  bankrupt's  reputed 
ownership,  and  possession,  order,  or  disposition.  But,  it  appearing  that 
an  abstract  of  these  clauses  was  endorsed,  on  the  share  certificates,  the 
Court  held  that  that  was  notice  sufficient,  to  all  the  world ;  the  lien,  or 

(11)  See  Edwardff  v.  Scott,  1  Man.  and  Cyr.  962  ;  and  ex  parte  ffeathcote,  2  M.  D. 

and  D.  711. 
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IS45.        condition  (as  it  was  termed  by  Ergkiney  C.  J.),  on  wliidi  the  shares  were 


In  re  held,  appearing  ^<  on  the  £aoe  of  the  very  docoment^  which  is  the  symbol 
^^^^'  of  ownership."  It  was  insisted,  for  the  Ajasigneesy  that  ih»  doctiioe  of 
Tbkkt.  reputed  ownership  attached  because  the  bankmpt  appeared  as  owner, 
Stephen  C.J.  not  only  on  the  books  of  the  Company,  but  in  retams  made  to  tfaeStnnp 
Office,  and  by  posBesaion  in  him  of  the  certificates.  Bat  the  Court 
thought,  most  reasonably,  as  it  appears  to  us^  that  tiiere  was  no  pretence 
for  the  daim,  which  indeed  had  failed  in  all  points.  To  bring  the  case 
within  the  Act,  it  was  necessary  to  make  out,  not  only  that  the  bank- 
rupt was  reputed  owner,  as  <igain$t  (or  in  contradistinction  to)  ihe  eomr 
pany^  who  for  this  purpose  were  to  be  deemed^  the  true  owners,— but 
that  he  had  the  possession,  or  order  and  disposition  relied  on,  by  Mr 
conaent.  But  the  Bank,  it  was  plain,  had  done  all  in  their  power  to 
prevent  any  such  reputation  from  attaching,  to  any  of  their  partner^ 
and  they  left  no  possession,  or  disposition,  in  the  bankrupt^  which  wts 
not  clogged  with  notice  of  the  condition,  subject  to  which  alone  be  beki, 
or  could  exercise  it 

That  case,  therefore,  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  the  present  The 
decision  was,  according  to  the  report,  that  the  bankrupt  was  not  reputed 
owTier  of  the  shares ;  not,  that  they  were  not  in  his  order  or  disposition' 
But  the  true  ground  would  rather  be,  as  it  seems  to  us,  that  they  were 
at  all  events  not  so,  by  the  Bank's  consent.  An  expression,  however, 
attributed  to  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court,  in  the  last  case,  was  mach 
insisted  on.  The  assignees  had  endeavoured  to  bring  it  within  Uiat  of 
Nelson  v,  the  London  Assurance  Company  ( 1 2),  and  the  Judge  commenting 
on  the  distinction  between  the  two,  puts  it  on  the  absence  of  buJ 
stipulation  in  the  former,  restraining  the  transfer  of  the  shares,  without 
the  Directors'  consent.  No  doubt,  as  betzveen  the  Company  Use!/,  (J»i 
the  party  against  whom  it  sought  to  establish  a  lien^  the  existence  or 
absence  of  such  a  stipulation,  or  of  the  notification  of  it  to  the  pn^^ 
was  most  material.  But  how  can  it  effect  the  operation  of  ih6  statate, 
in  a  case  of  this  nature  ?  The  question  was,  in  each  of  those  cases, 
whether  the  Company  had  or  not,  by  its  own  act  or  consent,  left  it  ^ 
the  power  of  the  bankrupt  to  appear  as  unconditional  owner  io  tw 
world.  In  the  London  Assurance  Case,  it  was  held  by  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor that  they  liad,  because,  though  the  bankrupt  had  assigned  d3& 
shares  and  dividend  to  them,  (he  being  a  member  of  the  same  Comp»Dy)i 
as  security  for  advances  to  be  made  him,  it  was  agreed  that,  until  w* 
Director's  should  othertvise  order,  the  party  *8  power  of  transfer  shoaW 

(12)  2  Sim.  and  Stu.  292. 
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remaia  unoontroUed.     No  such  order  had  been  made,  and  therefore  the        1845. 
bankrupt's  reputed  ownership,  and  disposing  power,  hy  the  Company^t        "inrt     " 

consent  and  permissioiiy  were  complete  in  such  cases,  the  form  of  the      Huohks, 

'^  ex  parte 

certificate  was  most  material.  But  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  in  ques-       Tbrat. 

tion  is  not  in  any  case,  we  apprehend,  whether  a  transfer  or  lien  is  valid  Stephea  C. J. 
or  complete,  as  between  the  claimant  and  bankrupt,  but  (as  we  have 
already  pointed  out)  whether  it  can  be  supported,  by  reason  of  a  wrong- 
fully permitted  fictitious  credit,  against  the  latter's  Aaaigneea.  If  the 
claimant's  title  be,  indeed,  wholly  defective,  he  has  of  course  no  Iogxm 
standi.  But  the  cases  show,  that  any  equitable  claim  is  sufficient,  to 
call  on  the  Court,  in  bankruptcy,  for  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction.  The 
sale  which  is  ordered,  is  of  the  bankrupt's  beneficial  interest  only,  and 
as  at  present  advised,  we  do  not  see  why  that  may  not  be  transferred, 
without  regard  to  the  clause  in  restraint  of  actual  membership,  without 
the  Directors'  approval. 

The  operation  of  the  reputed  ownership  clause  in  England  has  been 
at  last  restrained,  by  2  &  3  Vic,  c.  29.  By  this  Act,  all  dealings  and 
transactions  with  and  by  a  party,  afterwards  becoming  bankrupt,  are 
protected,  if  before  the^/io^,  notwithstanding  the  prior  commission  of  an 
act  of  bankruptcy.  On  this  enactment^  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Smith  (13) 
-was  decided.  There  a  policy  of  assurance  had  been  assigned,  several 
years  before  the  bankruptcy,  and  the  assignee  omitted  to  give  any  notice 
to  the  office,  until  shortly  before  the  Jia^y  and  after  the  commission  of  an 
act  of  bankruptcy.  The  Assignees  under  the  bankruptcy,  therefore, 
claimed  the  policy,  as  having  always  been  in  the  bankrupt's  order  and 
disposition.  But  the  Court  of  Review,  and  afterwards  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  held  that  the  transaction  was  protected  by  the  new  statute. 
On  the  same  ground,  it  would  appear.  Ex  parte  Dobson  (14),  was  decided. 
In  that  case,  which  was  a  petition  to  the  Court  of  Review,  by  a  Banking 
Company,  claiming  as  mortgagees  of  Shares  in  a  Railway  Company,  the 
certificates  were  deposited  with  the  Bank  ;  and  the  bankrupt  delivered 
to  them  a  formal  transfer,  but  it.  was  in  blank  only,  and  therefore 
inoperative.  Notice  was  given  to  the  Railway  Company  before  the 
fiat ;  and  within  a  few  days  after  the  deposit.  In  Ex  parte  Pooley  (15), 
the  lien  of  the  equitable  mortgagee  (who  claimed  by  deposit  only)  was 
established,  on  the  same  ground ;  and  also  on  the  ground,  that  there  was 
not  sufficient  evidence,  of  reputed  ownership  in  the  bankrupt.  The 
deposit  was  of  four  shares  in  a  Shipping  Company.     The  bankrupt 

(13)  2  M.D.  &  D.  219 ;  and  6  Jur.  158.  (14)  6  Jurist  917. 

(15)  2  M.D.  &  D.  505  ;  and  6  Jurist  515. 


272  SUPREME   COURT   CASES. 

1845.        carried  on  trade  at  a  place  several  miles  distant.     By  the  deed  of 

/,j,.g        settlement,  none  but  shippers  of  goods  were  eligible  as  shareholders,  and 

Hughes,      ^j^^  depositary  did  not  answer  that  description.     It  was  provided,  that 

Terry.      when  any  partner  was  desirous  of  withdrawing,  he  should  signify  sndi 

Stf.phen  C.J.  desire  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Company,  and  that  he  might  than  transfer 

his  shares  to  any  person  approved  of  hy  the  Committee,     No  signification 

of  a  desire  to  withdraw  was  ever  made,  and  the  bankrupt  swore  that  he 

never  intended  to  part  with  his  shares,  and  they  remained  standing  in 

his  name ;  but  there  was  no  evidence  of  reputation,  as  to  his  ownership 

one  way  or  the  other.     The  deposit  was  on  the  2nd  of  February ;  the 

act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed  on  the  29th  May ;  notice  of  the 

deposit  was  given  to  the  company  on  the  5th  June ;  and  on  the  7th 

July  the  fiat  issued.     The  assignees  objected  to  the  claim,  that  at  aU 

events  the  petitioner  had  no  valid  title,  by  reason  of  the  clauses  in  the 

deed  above  cited.     But  the  Court  thought  that  the  bankrupt's  benefiad 

interest,  at  any  rate,  was  assignable,  and  the  usual  order  of  sale  of  shares 

at  the  Mortgagee's  instance,  was  made. 

The  same  observation  presents  itself,  with  respect  to  the  two  last 
cases,  as  we  made  on  that  of  Ex  parte  VaUance,  that  the  depositary 
must  have  been,  in  each  instance,  regarded  as  "  true  owner,"  within  the 
6  G.  IV,  c.  16,  s.  72,  or  the  bankrupt's  re/wtec?  ownership,  or  disposition 
over  the  property,  could  not  have  come  in  question. 

In  a  very  late  case,  Ex  j>arte  Wood,  1843,  said  to  be  reported  in  3 
M.D.  and  D.  315  (which,  however,  we  have  not  seen),  the  same  point 
may  be  collected.  The  question  there  was,  as  to  a  Policy  of  Assurance, 
which  Wood  claimed  under  a  deposit  from  the  bankrupt,  who  was  the 
mortgagee.  No  notice  of  that  deposit  had  been  given  to  the  mcrt^n^^i 
and  no  notice  was  ever  given,  either  of  it,  or  the  original  mortgage,  to 
the  office.  The  Court  held  that  the  second  (or  equitable)  mortgage  vas 
invalid,  against  the  assignees.  Here,  therefore,  as  between  these  partieS) 
the  depositary  must  have  been  deemed  the  "true"  owner;  and  the 
original  mortgagee  the  "reputed"  owner.  But,  had  the  mortgagor 
become  bankrupt,  then  (on  the  same  principle)  he  would  have  been,  as 
between  himself  and  his  immediate  mortgagee,  the  reputed  owner ;  the 
original  mortgagee  would  have  been,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act, 
the  true  owner  ;  and  by  reason  of  the  latter's  consent  to  the  assured  s 
appearing  as  owner,  (neither  mortgagee  having  notice,)  the  mortgag<^^ 
assignees  would  successfully  have  claimed  the  policy,  as  in  the  latter s 
order  and  disposition. 
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We  have  entered  thus  fully  into  the  question,  on  which  the  Court         1845. 


disposes  of  the  case,  because  of  its  importance  to  the  mercantile  com-        /^  ^^ 
niunitj,  by  whom  it  would  appear  to  be  not  perfectly  understood.     It     Hughes, 
is  thought  expedient  by  us,  to  abstain  from  determining  the  equally      Terbt. 
important  question,  which  was  raised,  as  to  the  construction  of  the  39th  Stephen  C.J. 
section, — or  that  aa  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  in  bankruptcy, 
summariJy  to  order  compliance  with  its  provisions, — until  their  decision 
respectively  shall  become  distinctly  necessary. 

Ap2)lication  re/used. 


B 


£74 


BUFREHS  OOUBT  CASES. 


lS4o. 

Oct.  27. 

Stephen  C.J. 
Dickinson  J. 

and 
a' Beckett  J. 


j&:c  parte  GIBB.     (1) 

Cour^  (j/*  Vice- Admiralty — Jurisdictum — Snil  by  Executes — 13  Ric.  II,  M,,  1,  c,  5. 

An  executor  is  necessarily  authorised  to  adopt  the  same  remedies  in  the  Conrt 
of  Vice- Admiralty  which  the  testator  would  have  been  at  liberty  to  resc^  to^  if 
alive,  notwithstanding  the  Statute  13  Ric  11,  st.  1,  o.  5  (per  St^pihtn,  0.  J.,  and 
a' Beckett,  J.,  Dickinson,  J.,  dissentieiite). 

This  was  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by  the  owners  of  the  ship  Urgent^ 
calling  upon  one  John  Thompson  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be 
restrained  from  proceeding  in  a  suit  instituted  by  him  in  the  Court  of 
Vice- Admiralty  against  the  above-named  ship,  as  the  executor  of  one 
Clark,  formerly  chief  officer  of  that  vessel. 

Windeyer  and  Lou)e,  for  the  applicant.  By  the  statute  of  Richard 
II  the  Courts  of  Admiralty  are  prohibited  from  interfering  in  respect 
to  matters  occurring  on  the  land  and  coming  properly  within  the  cog- 
nizance of  the  Common  Law  Courts. 

Michie,  contra. 

The  Court  (by  majority)  held  that  the  executor  standing  possessed 
of  all  the  rights  appertaining  to  the  testator  was  necessarily  authorised 
to  adopt  the  same  remedies  in  the  Court  of  Yice-AdminJty  which  ^e 
latter  would  have  been  at  liberty  to  resort  to  if  alive. 

Dickinson,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  only  jurisdiction  possessed  by 
the  Court  of  Vice-Admiralty,  and  the  Admiralty  Cburts  generally,  in 
cases  of  this  description,  was  in  matters  where  proceedings  were  insti- 
tuted to  recover  wages  for  services  actually  performed,  and  not  where 
a  contract  or  other  similar  matter  was  involved. 

JRiUe  discharged. 


(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Oct  28,  1845. 
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GREENWOOD  r.  RYAN.    (1)  1846. 


Fafnt  impriyonrntni — Warrant  "  to  arrest  a  man  toko  calls  himselj  Giark" — Impo-      ^P^  ^* 

Mition   of  hands — Evidence  of  identi/iccUion — Statutory  d^ence   of  arresting  Stephen  C.J. 

Constabfe—24  Oeo.  II,  c.  44,  sees,  1,  6,  and  8—21  Jac.  I,  c.  12.  JOickmaon  J, 

and 

Arrest  of  plaintiff  by  defendant  under  a  warrant  *'  to  arrest  a  man  who  calls  o.^ Beckett  J. 

liimself  Clark."    The  plaintiff  was  never  identified  as  such,  and  after  several 

remands  was  discharged. 

Htld^  that  the  warrant  was  good. 

There  may  be  an  arrest  without  imposition  of  hands  provided  there  be  a 
«onstraint  on  a  person's  will.  Under  the  above  warrant  the  defendant  could  only 
arrest  a  person,  who  could  be  identified  as  having  ''called  himself  Clark." 

By  sec  6  of  24  Geo.  U,  c  44,  when  the  officer  has  obeyed  a  warrant,  for  issniog 
which  the  justice  is  or  may  be  liable,  a  copy  of  the  warrant  mast  be  demanded  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  justice  joined  in  the  action  ;  but,  by  sec.  8,  when  the  officer, 
-with  intent  to  obey  a  warrant  properly  issued,  acts  in  a  maimer  not  authorised 
thereby,  he  must  be  sued  within  six  calendar  months. 

The  defendant,  by  noting  the  statute  21  Jac.  I,  c.  12,  at  the  foot  of  his  plea 
-was  probably  entitled  to  give  in  evidence  any  matter  of  defence,  which  he  had 
cither  by  common  law,  or  by  that  enactment,  or  by  any  subsequent  statute. 

Although  the  offence  with  which  the  plaintiff  was  charged  amounted  to  larceny 
iprithin  the  statute,  7  and  8  Geo.  IV,  c.  20,  yet  the  defendant,  by  acting  in 
•opposed  obedience  to  the  warrant,  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  notice  under 
that  statute. 

I7ew  trial  motion  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  false  imprisonment,  in 
'which  a  verdict  had  been  returned  for  the  defendant.  The  facts  appear 
in  tbe  judgment. 

Windeyer  and  Michie,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Tlie  Attamey-GenercU  and  Solicitor-General,  contra. 

Cur,  adv,  wit. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  waa  delivered  by — 

DiCKixsoN,  J.  This  was  an  action  of  trespass,  for  false  imprison- 
ment, tried  before  me  on  the  24th  May,  184^.  The  defendant  pleaded 
the  general  issue,  and  noted  at  the  foot  of  that  plea  the  statute  21 
Jac.  I,  c.  12. 

The  evidence  at  the  trial  was  as  follows,  viz. : — Mr.  Gilbert  JSUioUf 
the  Police  Magistrate  at  Porramatta,  issued  a  warrant  directing  the 

(1)  The  Sydaey  Mwrntng      raid,  Jan.  39,  Feb.  3,  and  April  22,  1846. 
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1846,  defendant  to  arrest  "  a  person  calling  himself  Clarky  and  whose  person 
Greenwood  cai^  ^  identified/'  and  delivered  this  warrant  to  the  defendant,  the 
^^\  Chief  Constable  for  the  Parramatta  Police  District^  to  be  executed 
This  warrant  was  endorsed  by  Mr.  Stirling,  a  Police  Magistrate  for  the 
Sydney  district :  after  which  the  defendant,  with  Ross  and  Dum^ 
policemen,  went  to  the  plaintifTs  residence  at  the  Glebe,  in  the  Sydsey 
district^  at  12  o'clock  on  the  night  of  the  25th  February,  1845.  They 
communicated  with  the  plaintiff,  who  then  left  his  house,  and  according 
to  the  evidence  of  one  of  the  witnesses  went  voluntarily  with  the 
officers  into  Sydney. 

The  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  walking  together  along  George-street^ 
Sydney,  at  1  a.m.,  on  the  morning  of  the  26th  February  :  neither  the 
defendant's  hands  nor  handcuffs  were  on  the  plaintiff  At  this  time  the 
defendant  called  on  Goehert  and  Burke,  two  policemen,  to  accompany 
him  and  the  plaintiff  to  the  Club ;  the  plaintiff  during  this  time 
requesting  and  insisting  that  he  should  be  put  in  the  watch-house, 
which  the  defendant  declined  to  do,  saying  "  he  should  not  like  to 
confine  an  innocent  man."  They  went  to  the  Club  in  the  expectation 
of  finding  Mr.  Bolton  there,  and  failing  in  that  object,  they  all  went  to 
hi§  residence  in  Jamieson- street.  On  their  arrival  there  the  defendant 
went  into  the  house,  leaving  the  others  in  the  street :  shortly  after 
which  they  were  called  in,  and  thereupon  Bolton,  en  seeing  the  plaintiit, 
said,  "  that's  the  man,  T  am  convinced — ^in  the  daytime  we  shall  see 
better."  Bolton  also  said  something  to  this  effect  (to  use  the  witness 
Qoebert^s  language)  that  the  plaintiff  "  was  the  man.  who  received  his 
wool,  and  called  himself  Clark, "  The  plaintiff  made  no  assent  or  dissent 
to  this  assertion.  Burke  and  Goehert  then  by  order  of  the  defendant, 
handcuffed  the  plaintiff,  and  took  him  to  a  receiving-house  in  Sydney, 
where  he  was  received  by  Griffiths,  the  sergeant  in  charge,  from  Bum 
and  Goehert,  at  a  quarter  before  2,  on  the  moiling  of  the  26th  Febroaiy, 
on  a  charge  of  receiving  wool  under  false  pretences.  This  witness 
stated,  that  he  heard  in  conversation  amongst  these  persons  that  the 
plaintiff  had  been  taken  out  of  his  bed  in  Chippendale.  The  plaintiff 
was  taken  on  the  same  morning,  in  charge  of  the  defendant,  on  board 
of  the  Parramatta  steamer,  and  was  received  at  the  Panumatta  watch- 
house  by  the  lockup-keeper  at  Parramatta  from  the  defendant,  at  H 
o'clock  a.m.  that  morning.  From  this  place  the  plaintiff  was  removed 
several  times  to  the  Parramatta  gaol  for  examination  by  the  magistrate, 
and  on  these  occasions  (till  the  last,  when  he  was  discharged))  "^^ 
remanded  back  from  the  gaol  to  the  watch-house. 
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The  plaintiff  was  placed  at  the  bar  in  the  Parramatta  Police  Office        1846. 
several  times;  on  the  first  of  which  occasions,  viz.,  on  the  26th  Feb-  Grbknwood 

raarj,  Bolton  was  examined  but  not  cross^xamined  by  the  plaintiff  ^' 

1         •  •  •         •         *  Ryan. 

The  deposition  of  BoUon  was  given  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  which  con- 
tained nothing  that  was  material  to  the  matter  in  issue. 

A  witness,  Michael  Burn,  deposed  :  That  he  apprehended  one  Mason 
sometime  before  the  grievance  complained  of,  and  that  when  that  person 
was  examined  at  Parramatta  he  saw  the  plaintiff  whispering  about 
axnongst  his  friends,  and  that  he  gave  information  to  the  defendant 
about  plaintiff  On  some  of  the  occasions  when  the  plaintiff  was 
examined  at  Parramatta,  Mason  was  put  to  the  bar  along  with  him. 
Sydney  and  Parramatta  were  proved  to  be  in  the  colony  where  the 
venue  is  laid. 

The  Attomey-Creneral  urged  to  the  jury  for  the  defendant,  that  he 
was  entitled  to  their  verdict :  as,  first,  there  had  been  no  arrest  at  the 
Glebe,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff  went  voluntarily  with  the  defendant. 
"He  cited  Arrowsmiih  v,  Le  Mesusier  (2).  Second,  that  there  was 
evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  identified  ;  thirdly,  that  no  arrest 
took  place,  till  such  identification  was  effected ;  fourthly,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  not  proved  a  demand  of  the  warrant  under  24  Geo.  II, 
c.  44,  s.  1. 

In  summing  up  I  told  the  jury  that  imposition  of  hands  was  not 
necessary  to  constitute  an  arrest  if  the  will  of  the  party  was  constrained; 
and  the  defendant  could  only^  justified  in  arresting  under  the  warrant 
^he  person  therein  mentioned,  viz.,  a  man  who  cotUd  be  identified  as 
calling  himself  Clarke,  I  told  the  jury  that  upon  my  view  of  the  case 
it  was  unnecessary  for  me  to  tell  them  whether  or  not  the  warrant  was 
valid ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  obliged  to  prove  a  demand  of  the  war- 
rant, as  the  statute,  24  Geo.  II,  c.  44,  sec.  6,  was  not  noted  at  the  foot 
of  the  plea. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  A  new  trial  was 
moved  on  the  ground  that  this  verdict  was  against  law,  evidence,  and 
my  direction ;  and  also  because  I  had  not  directed  the  jury  that  the 
-warrant  was  void  in  law. 

We  have  reviewed  the  circumstances  of  this  case  as  they  appeared  in 
evidence,  and  have  examined  the  authorities  cited,  and  also  a  few  others ; 
and  have  considered  the  elaborate  argimients  urged  by  the  learned 
counsel,  on  either  side,  at  the  argument  before  us  in  Banco. 

(2)  2  Boa.  k  Pal.  211. 
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1846.  We  are  of  opinion^  finite  that  the  waiTant  is  good.     It  is  viituallj  to 

a^ww«viu^  arrest  ^*  a  man  who  calls  himself  Clarke."    A  warrant  to  "  arrest  A.B.'' 

^  ^*  is  in  fact  this,  viz.,  '*  amst  a  man  who  can  be  identified  as  a  man  called 

R7AK.  ' 

by  others  and  calling  himself  A«B."     It  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Halef  in 
DichiMon  J. 

2  P.  C 1 1 4, "  that  if  the  name  be  unknown,  jou  may  give  the  best  descrip- 
tion you  can."  And  it  is  reasonable  that  delinquents  shall  not  escape 
apprehension,  merely  because  their  names  are  not  known*  In  3  Bur- 
raws  (3).  it  is  asserted,  at  p.  1756,  by  Mr.  Grey^  and  not  denied  by 
Dunning f  at  p.  1761,  that  a  description  is  equivalent  to  the  naming  of 
the  person,  who  must,  however,  be  described  so  that  an  officer  do  not 
arrest  an  innocent  person.  If  a  man  whose  name  is  A.B.  calls  himself 
CD.,  though  he  ought  not  to  be  named  in  the  warrant  CD.  (as  that  is 
not  his  name  and  does  not  describe  him.  If  organs  v.  Bridges  (4),  yet  we 
see  no  objection  to  his  being  described  in  the  warrant  as  a  person  ealling 
AtfTiM^O.D.  It  appears  to  us  that  there  is  a  clear  distinction  between 
the  warrant  naming  him  CD.  and  describing  him  as  a  man  caUing  Atm* 
self  CD. 

Secondly. — ^We  think  there  was  clear  evidence  of  an  arrest  by 
imposition  of  hands,  as  disclosed  by  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses 
Burke  and  Goehert  And  we  think,  also,  that  provided  there  be  a  con- 
straint upon  a  person's  wUl,  so  great  as  to  induce  him  to  submit,  there 
may  be  an  arrest  without  imposition  of  handa  Focock  v.  Moore  (5) ; 
Chinn  V,  Morris  (6);  Simpson  v.  Iltll  (7).  But  in  this  case  die 
plaintifiT  not  only  had  his  will  constrained  at  the  Glebe  (which  was  a 
fact  solely  determinable  by  the  jury),  but  he  was  actually  handcuff 
in  Sydney  by  order  of  the  defendant. 

Thirdly. — ^We  think  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  man  who  called  himself  Clark,  nor  that  he  was  identified  as  sudi. 
The  only  evidence  tending  towards  it  was,  first,  the  exclamation  o£ 
Bolton,  viz.  :  "  That  is  the  man,  I  am  convinced  :  in  the  day  time  we 
shall  see  better";  and  secondly,  something  else  which  he  said  to  the 
effect,  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  man  who  received  his  wool  and  called 
himself  Clark,  Now,  though  these  sayings  were  uttered  in  plaintifiTs 
presence,  and  he  made  no  dissent,  yet  the  witness  said  also  that  he 
made  some  reply  or  remark  not  an  a&sent;  and,  therefore,  we  think' 
that  they  afford  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  admitted  that  he  had 
received  the  wool,  or  called  himself  Clark,  For  with  regard  to  the 
first  of  these  portions  of  evidence,  it  asserts  nothing  that  could  caU 

(3)  Money  v.  Leach,  (4)  1  B.  &  Aid.  647.  (5)  Ry.  &  M.  321. 

(6)  2  C  and  P.  361.  (7)  1  Esp.  431. 
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for  contradiction  from  any  person ;  and  as  to  the  second  evidence  to        18i6. 
the  effecty  we  think  it  too  indefinite  for  a  jury  on  such  a  point  to  act  Grkenwoob^ 
upon.     There  was,  moreover,  nothing  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  ^'* 

B.YAlf 

aware  that  there  was  a  warrant  against  a  person  calling  hitoself  Clarke 
or  that  he  was  asserted  to  he  that  individual.  The  only  witness  who 
spoke  to  having  known  the  plaintiff  before  the  occurrences  detailed 
was  Michael  Burn^  and  he  said  he  knew  the  plaintiff  by  the  name  of 
Greentvood, 

Fourthly. — ^We  think  that  the  defendant  could  only  arrest  such  a 
person  as  wiis  described  in  the  warrant,  viz,  :  a  person  who  could  be 
identified  (^.e.,  identified  on  oath)  as  a  man  calling  himself  Clark,  If 
the  plaintiff  did  not  answer  that  description,  the  defendant  had  no 
right  to  arrest  him,  even  if  he  had  been  charged  with  the  offence  speci- 
fied, and  was  l^e  party  really  intended.     Eoye  v.  Bush  (8). 

Fifthly. — On  the  case  as  it  now  stands  (ie,,  it  not  having  been 
proved  that  the  defendant  obeyed  the  tvarrant,  or,  in  other  words,  appre- 
hended a  person  calling  himself  Clark),  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  was 
not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial  to  prove  a  demand  of  a  copy 
of  the  wan*ant. 

The  case  last  cited  is  a  distinct  authority  upon  this  point.  As  much 
stress  was  laid  upon  this  point  at  the  trial,  and  on  the  argument,  and 
as  it  may  again  occur,  and  as  there  appears  to  be  some  discrepancy 
between  the  6th  and  8th  sections  of  the  statute  24  Geo.  II,  c.  44,  we 
-will  point  out  the  distinction  between  them  shown  by  the  cases.  We 
conceive  it  to  be  this :  Where  the  officer  has  done  what  the  warrant 
commands,  but  the  magistrate  was  wrong  in  issuing  it,  then  the 
plaintiff  must  by  section  6  demand  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  and  join  the 
justice  in  the  action :  for  the  ofiicer  is  excused,  and  the  justice  is  liable 
under  those  circumstances ;  and,  if  such  warrant  is  not  demanded, 
the  plaintiff  must  fail  in  his  action.  Money  v.  Leach,  (9) ;  Miller  v. 
Green  (10)  ;  Price  v.  Messenger  (11)  ;  Crozier  v.  Cundy  (12)  ;  Bell  v, 
OaJdey  (13);  Sly  v.  Stevenson  (14);  Kay  v.  Green  (15);  Slurch  v, 
Clarke  (16);  Hoye  v.  Bush  (17).  If  the  ofiicer  has  done  a  wrong 
which  he  was  not  commanded  by  the  warrant  to  do,  then  if  he  acted 
bond  fide,  and  with  an  honest  opinion  that  he  was  obeying  the  warrant, 

(8)  1  M.  ftG.,  775.  (9)  3  Burr.,  1742;  1  Wm.  Bl.  656;  19  St.  Tr.,  1001. 
(10)  5  Ekwt,  233.  (11)  2  Bob.  &  PuL,  158.  (12)  6  B.  &  C,  232.  (13)  2 
M.  &  S.,  259.  (14)  2  C.  &  P.,  464.  (15)  7  Bush,  312.  (16)  4  B.  &  Ad.,  113. 
(17)  1  M.  &  O.,  775. 
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1846.         he  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  section  8,  Tehich  enacts  that  the 
Gbeenwocd  Action  must  he  commenced  against  him  within  six  months.     Parton  v. 
^'^'  Williams  (18)  ;  Smith  v.  Wiltshire  (19).     The  distinction  may  be  more 

shortly  expressed  thus.  A  copy  of  the  warrant  roust  by  section  6  he 
demanded,  where  the  officer  has  obeyed  a  warrant  for  issuing  which  the 
justice  is  or  may  be  liable — ^but  when  with  intent  to  obey  a  warrant 
properly  issued  he  acts  in  a  manner  not  authorised  thereby,  he  must  by 
section  8  be  sued  within  six  calender  months. 

As  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  need  not  have  demanded  a 
copy  of  the  warrant,  it  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  determine  whether  I  was 
correct  in  saying  that  the  defendant  could  not  insist  upon  it  at  the  trial, 
on  the  ground  I  assigned,  viz.,  that  the  statute  24  Geo.  II,  c.  44,  sec 
6,  was  not  noted  at  the  foot  of  the  plea.  We  are,  however,  inclined  to 
think  that  the  defendant,  by  having  noted  the  statute  12  Jac.  I  at  the 
foot  of  the  general  issue,  was  entitled  to  give  in  evidence  any  matter  of 
defence,  which  he  had  either  by  common  law,  by  that  enactment^  or  any 
subsequent  statute.  But  we  think  it  may  nevertheless  be  a  prudent 
precaution  in  a  defendant  who  pleads  the  general  issue,  by  virtue  of  any 
statute,  to  refer  to  all  other  statutes  which  may  be  instrumental  to  his 
defence,  so  that  no  difficulty  may  arise  on  the  peculiar  wording  of  the 
rule  of  this  Court. 

It  was,  however,  urged,  on  the  argument  by  the  Attorney-General, 
that  as  the  defendant  was  charged  with  receiving  wool  under  false  pre- 
tences— which  offence  is  equivalent  to  larceny  by  the  statute  7  <fe  8  Geo. 
IV,  c.  29 — that  the  defendant,  in  apprehending  the  plaintiff,  was  aetiog 
in  pursuance  of  that  Act,  and  that  as  the  plaintiff  had  given  the 
defendant  no  notice  of  action,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  retain  his 
verdict. 

But  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  defendant,  in  arresting  tlie 
plaintiff  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  on  the  trial,  was  not  acting 
in  pursuance  of  the  last  named  statute,  but  in  what  he  conceived  to  be 
obedience  to  the  warrant. 

Being  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial  showed, 
first,  that  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  ;  and  secondly,  that  it  was  not 
shown  that  he  was  the  person  described  in  the  warrant ;  and  thirdly, 
that  the  defendant's  acting  in  sujjposed  obedience  to  the  warrant,  does 
not  entitle  him  to  the  benefit  of  the  sixth,  but  only  to  that  of  the  eightli 

(18)  3  B.  &  Aid.,  336.  (19)  Brod.  &  Bing.,  619. 
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section  of  the  statute  24  Geo.  II,  c.  44  ;  and  as  the  action  was  com-        1846. 

menced  within  the  time  limited  by  the  last  mentioned  section,  and  as  Gbeekwood 

we  moreover  think  that  the  Larceny  Act  has  no  application  to  this  case,       _  ^* 

we  are  of  opinion  that  there  must  be  a  new  trial. 

DicHnsan  J. 

We  think  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  unsatisfactory,  as  being 

founded  neither  on  law  nor  evidence,  and  as  being  against  the  direction 

from  the  bench  ;  and  we  therefore  order  that  the  rule  for  the  new  trial 

be  drawn  up  generally,  so  that  the  defendant  will  not  in  any  event 

obtain  the  costs  of  the  first  trial. 

Kew  trial  granted. 
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1846.  TULIP  r.   KING.  (1) 


Nov.  27.  Covetianl^JmproMettt  agreemetU—ImidUd  dtdy^MoBler  and  aervanl. 

Stephen  C.J. 

Dickin&on  J.       Action  on  the  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  dedaied  on  an  agreement  nnder  seal. 
Therm  J  whereby  he  agreed  to  proceed  to  Australia,  and  work  for  the  defendant  as  a  collier, 

and  to  work  for  no  other  udIcss  by  permissioa  of  the  defendant,  payment  to  be 
made  aooovding  to  the  amoant  of  work  done.  The  plaintiff  averred  that  the 
defendant  was  thereby  nnder  a  duty  to  provide  the  plaintiff  with  a  reasonable 
quantity  of  work  for  his  maintenance  and  support,  but  had  failed  to  do  so. 

Held,  on  demurrer,  that  there  was  no  express  or  implied  .contracfc  to  find  full 
employment,  and  consequently  no  duty,  and  that  if  there  were  a  duty,  not  Qim 
but  Covenant  was  the  appropriate  remedy. 

D^mun'er  to  the  declaration  in  an  action  on  the  case.  The  declara- 
tion and  argument  are  fully  set  out  in  the  judgment  of  his  Honor  the 
Chief  Justice,  which  was  delivered,  after  a  previous  expression  of  the 
opinion  of  the  Court,  on  November  27. 

The  Chief  Justice  :  This  was  an  Action  on  the  Case,  against  the 
Australian  Agricultural  Company  (sued  by  King  as  nominal  defendant^ 
under  the  Act  of  Parliament  establishing  the  Company),  for  not  pro- 
viding the  plaintiff  with  a  reasonable  quantity  of  employment  and  work 
as  a  collier. 

The  declaration  so  far  as  it  is  material  for  the  purpose  of  this  judg- 
ment to  state  it  is  as  follows.  It  is  allied  that  by  a  certain  indenture 
dated  17th  July,  1841,  it  was  covenanted  and  agreed,  between  the 
plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  company  of  the  other  part,  that  he 
should  proceed  from  England  to  tliis  colony,  and  there  place  himsd£ 
under  the  direction  and  control  of  the  Company *s  Commissioner  and 
agents  ;  and  should  faithfully  serve  the  said  Company,  and  perform  all 
the  duties  of  a  collier,  as  should  be  required  by  the  said  Commissioner, 
for  the  term  of  seven  years  from  the  date  of  the  said  indenture ;  and 
would  obey  all  rules,  &c.  It  was  further  agreed,  that  the  plaintiff 
should  not  nor  would  during  the  said  terra  absent  himself  from  the 
business  of  the  Company,  without  the  license  of  the  Commissioner  first 
obtained  for  that  purpose  in  writing.  There  were  also  some  other 
stipulations.      It  was  then  alleged  that,    by  the  said  indenture,   in 

(1)  The  Sydmy  Morning  Herald,  Feb.  7,  April  24,  25,  Nov.  16,  28,  1846. 

Cited2N.S.W.L.R.  261. 
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consideration  of  the  premiseSy  the  said  Company  covenanted  and  a^eed  to  1846. 
provide  a  passage  for  the  said  plaintiff  to  New  South  Wales,  to  provide  tuijdp 
a  residence  and  garden  for  him  there,  and  to  allow  and  pay  him  by  v- 

monUily  payments  for  cutting  and  filling  coal,  a  sum  varying  from  one 
shilling  and  ninepence  to  two  shillings  per  ton»  as  the  Commissioner 
should  determine,  exclusive  of  any  price  that  might  be  determined  upon 
for  driving  of  headings  or  main  roads,  and  air  roads,  &c.  And  the 
Company  further  covenanted  to  allow  the  plaintiff  certain  rations, 
during  the  continuance  of  his  service  under  the  said  agreement.  The 
declaration  proceeded  to  aver,  that  after  making  the  said  agreement  the 
plaintiff  shipped  himself  at  London,  and  afterwards  arrived  in  this 
colony,  and  entered  into  the  service  of  the  Company  under  the  said 
agreement ;  and  that  he  hath  always  from  that  time  continued  in  their 
service,  and  complied  with  and  fulfilled  all  things  by  him  agreed  to  be 
fulfilled.  Then  follows  this  allegation  :  that  it  became  and  voaa  the  dviy 
of  the  $aid  Company,  during  the  time  the  plaintiff  should  be  performing 
the  agreement  on  his  part,  to  give  and  provide  the  plaintiff  a  reasonable 
quantity  of  work  and  employment  a^  a  collier  during  the  service  of  the 
plaintiff  wnder  tJie  said  agreement ;  of  all  whicli  the  said  Company  had 
notice.  Nevertheless  the  plaintiff  saith,  tliat  although  always  after  the 
making  of  the  said  agreement,  and  during  the  time  the  plaintiff  hath 
been  engaged  in  such  service  as  aforesaid,  he  hath  been  able  and  ready 
and  willing  to  perform  any  reasonable  quantity  of  work  as  a  collier, 
which  the  said  Company  might  give  to  or  provide  for  the  plaintiff  in 
that  behalf,  of  all  which  the  Company  then  had  notice,  yet  the  said 
Company,  not  regarding  its  duty  in  tliat  behalf,  but  intending  to  injure 
and  defraud  the  plaintiff,  did  not  nor  would  during  the  time  he  con- 
tinned  in  the  service  of  the  said  Company  under  the  said  agreement 
give  and  provide  for  the  plaintiff  such  reasonable  quantity  of  work  as 
aforesaid  ;  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  whilst  the  plaintiff  was  in  the 
said  service,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  period  of  seven  years, 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  from  thence  until  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  allow  the 
jilaintiff  to  perform,  such  reasonable  quantity  of  work,  as  he  could  and 
then  might  have  performed,  but  for  such  wrongful  conduct ;  and  gave  to 
and  jyrovided  the  plaintiff  with  so  little  work  as  a  collier  as  afoi*esaid, 
that  he  was  by  such  misconduct  and  default  of  the  said  Company, 
-wrongfully  deprived  of  divers  great  gains  and  profits  which  he  other- 
-wise  could  and  would  have  made. 

To  this  declaration  the  defendant  demurred,  on  the  general  ground 
that  it  shows  no  cause  of  action — that  under  the  circumstances  in  the 
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1846.  declaration  mentioned,  the  supposed  duty  of  the  said  company  did  not 
Tulip  arise ;  and  that  if  it  did  not  arise,  no  breach  of  it  is  disclosed  by  the 
declaration.  The  demurrer  further  objected,  that  no  profert  is  made 
of  the  indenture  or  deed  of  covenant  set  out  in  the  declaration,  neither 
is  any  excuse  shown  for  not  making  profert  thereof.  Lastly,  that  if  an 
action  be  maintainable  in  respect  of  the  supposed  cause  of  action,  it 
must  be  an  action  of  Covenant,  or  other  action  on  the  agreement  entered 
into  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  company ;  that  at  all  events  an  Action 
on  the  Case,  in  the  form  set  out  in  the  declaration,  on  the  facts  therein 
disclosed,  is  not  maintainable. 

This  demurrer  was  argued  before  Mr.  Justice  DickinBon  and  myself, 
(Mr.  Justice  a^ Beckett  being  on  the  p<Sint  of  departure  for  Port  Phillip,) 
in  the  first  term  of  the  present  year.  In  the  vacation,  we  looked  into 
the  authorities  cited  by  Mr.  Michie,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff.  Those 
authorities  failed  to  satisfy  us,  that  he  had  any  cause  of  action ;  and, 
in  the  Term  following,  with  the  concurrence  of  Mr.  Justice  Therry,  we  ^ 
gave  judgment  for  the  defendant.  I  then  intimated,  that  our  reasons 
for  that  judgment  would  be  assigned  at  an  early  period,  but  the  incessant 
pressure  of  other  business,  delayed  my  performance  of  the  duty.  In  the 
meantime,  we  had  lit  on  a  case,  not  mentioned  at  the  bar,  and  indeed 
until  of  late  not  accessible  to  ourselves,  which  renders  the  task  which 
I  had  proposed  to  myself  quite  unnecessary. 

In  any  event  we  had  intended  to  notice  the  one  substantial  objection, 
merely,  that  no  duty  such  as  that  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  arises,  or  can 
be  inferred,  from  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  declaration,  and  that 
the  supposed  ground  of  action,  therefore,  fails.  It  was,  as  we  thought^ 
unanswerably  urged  by  Mr.  Darvall,  that  there  was  here  no  express 
contract  to  find  full  employment ;  and  that  the  Court  could  not>  without 
introducing  a  new  term  and  stipulation  into  the  agreement,  imply  one ; 
that  if  the  agreement  were  improvident  or  unreasonable,  we  could  not 
make  a  new  one  for  the  parties ;  but  that.,  if  there  were  no  contract, 
expressed  or  implied,  there  was  then  no  duti/  ;  for  that  a  duty  to  find 
employment,  as  between  these  parties,  could  not  be  inferred,  indepen- 
dently of  contract ;  and,  finally,  that  if  such  a  duty  were  a  necessary 
inference  from  the  contract,  not  Case  but  Covenant  was  the  appropriate 
remedy.  The  cases  of  Ogilvie  v,  Foley  (2),  and  Schlenker  v.  Afoxsy  (3) 
were  cited  on  these  points.  For  the  plaintiff,  however,  it  was  insisted 
that  a  contract  was  necessarily  to  be  implied,  and  that  a  duty  in  the 

(2)  2  Wm.  Bl.  nil.  (3)  3  B.  &  C.  789. 
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Company  arose,  from  the  circumstances  that,  under  the  agreement,  the  1846. 
plaintiff  was  to  work  exclusively  for  them,  during  the  entire  period  Tunr 
bargained  for,  but  was  to  be  paid  according  to  the  quantity  of  work  per- 
formed, of  one  kind  only,  that  such  a  contract,  if  no  duty  arose  to  give 
him  a  reasonable  amount  of  employment  in  that  particular  work,  was 
void,  that  it  was  in  restraint  of  trade,  that  ifc  might  happen,  and  probably 
would,  on  the  bare  literal  terms  of  such  a  contract,  that  the  plaintiff's 
services  would  never  be  put  in  requisition,  and  that  so,  he  might  not 
earn  anything.  Such  a  state  of  things,  it  was  urged,  could  not  have 
been  in  the  contemplation  of  either  party.  Pothier  on  Contracts^  vol.  2, 
p.  35,  ChiUy  on  Contracts,  pages  70  and  84,  and  BacorHs  Abridgment^ 
Covenant  B,  were  referred  to,  and  the  following  cases  were  cited  ;  Young 
V.  Timmina  (4)  ;  Curry  v,  Edenaor  (5)  ;  Burnett  v.  Lynch  (6) ;  Corbin 
V.  Leader  (7) ;  Lees  v.  Whitconib  (8) ;  IlitcJhcock  v,  Coker  (9) ;  Earl  of 
Shevosbury  v.  GovXd  (10)  ;  Payne  v.  lues  (11)  ;  Boormanv,  Brown  (12)  • 
and  Jones  v.  Hill  (13). 

It  appeared  to  us,  as  I  have  already  observed,  that  nothing  in  these 
cases,  (some  of  which  on  examination  we  confess  we  thought  did  not 
apply,)  or  in  the  very  ingenious  argument  raised  on  them,  established  the 
position  contended  for.  But  the  recent  case  of  Williamson  v.  Taylor{\\\ 
being  the  one  before  alluded  to,  appears  to  us  distinctly  to  decide  the 
question.  That  was  a  case  of  a  collier's  contract,  and  its  stipulations 
were,  in  substance,  identical  with  those  here.  The  payment  specified, 
was  per  score  of  coals,  that  is,  according  to  the  quantity  of  work  done 
in  the  pit.  There  was  no  provision,  how  often  or  how  long  the  pit 
should  continue  working.  But  it  was  stipulated,  that  during  all  the 
time  it  was  laid  off.  work,  the  plaintiff  should  continue  the  defendant's 
servant,  and  be  employed  as  the  latter  might  think  fit.  It  was  insisted 
for  the  plaintiff,  that  a  contract  arose  by  necessary  implication  from  such 
an  agreement,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  give  the  plaintiff  a 
reasonable  amount  of  employment.  If  not,  it  was  said,  the  pit  might 
be  kept  out  of  work  altogether,  and  the  plaintiff  would  be  left  without 
any  remuneration  at  all.  This  action  w£U3  accordingly  in  A88um2)sit, 
alleging  the  existence  of  such  a  contract.  But  the  Court  held,  after 
taking  time  to  consider,  that  they  could  only  judge  of  the  agreement  by 
its  terms ;  and  that  nothing  in  them  warranted  the  implication  con- 
tended for.     The  only  distinction  between  that  case  and  the  present  is, 

(4)  1  C.  &  J.   331 ;    1  Tyr.  15.         (5)  3  T.R.  524.  (6)  5  B.  &  C.  689. 

(7)  10  Bing.  275.       (8)  5  Bing.  35.       (9)  6  Ad.  k  EL  438.       (10)  2  B.  &  Aid.  487. 
(1 1}  D.  &  R.  664.         (12)  3  Q.B.  511.         (13)  7  Taunt  391.         (14)  5  Q.B.,  175. 
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1846.        that  there  the  claim  was  relied  on  as  parcel  of  the  caniraet ;  whereas 
Xuup       ^^  ^^  ^  rested  on  a  supposed  dui^y  arising  out  of  the  contract.    The 
v.^  argument  is,  therefore,  that  although  the  matter  omitted  cannot  be 

regarded  as  part  of  the  contract,  the  Company  ought  nevertheless  to  be 
held  liable,  as  if  in  fact  it  were  part  of  the  contract.  Such  a  distinction 
appears  clearly  to  us  to  be  one  without  a  difference  ;  and  if  it  could  be 
sustained,  the  conclusion  would  follow,  that  a  plaintiff  can  give  himself 
a  right,  to  which  otherwise  he  would  have  no  claim,  by  merely  changing 
the  form  of  action  in  which  he  sues. 

Demurrer  vpheM. 


SUPREME   COURT   CASES.  287 


REGINA  r.  MURRAY.  (1)  1846. 


April  8  &  21. 


Habeas  Corpua — Prisoner  detained  under  iliegai  sentence  of  a  Foreign  Ctnirt — 

Jurusdictian,  y  Stephen  C,  J. 

Dickinson  J, 

The  Court  has  jnrindietion  to  orckr  the  xeleaae  of  a  prtaoner  confined  in  this      )n"?^ 
country  under  an  illegal  sentence  of  a  Foreign  Court.  ^    ^^  ^ 

Habeas  Corpus,  issued  by  the  Chief  Justice^  directing  the  Principal 
Superintendent  of  Convicts  to  bring  up  the  body  of  the  abovenamed 
defendant,  who  was  detained  in  custody  as  a  convict  prisoner  of  the 
Crown. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  been  convicted  at  the  Carlow 
Assizes,  in  the  year  1838,  for  bigamy,  and  had  been  transported  to  this 
colony,  where  he  arrived  during  the  same  year,  and  in  the  indent 
which  was  produced  it  appeared  that  in  the  column  in  which  the 
sentence  was  described,  the  word  "  life"  was  inserted.  The  writ  had 
been  issued  on  the  application  of  Mr.  Kichols^  on  the  ground  that  at 
the  time  of  Murray's  trial  and  conviction,  the  only  punishment  that 
could  legally  be  inflicted  was  under  the  Imperial  Act  of  Parliament, 
10  Geo.  IV,  cap.  34,  sec.  26,  which  only  authorised  a  sentence  of  trans- 
portationfor  seven  years,  or  imprisonment  with  or  without  hardlabou,r 
for  any  period  not  exceeding  two  years. 

Windeyer  moved  for  the  prisoner's  discharge.  This  is  not  a  question 
of  superiority  of  jurisdiction,  but  merely  whether  the  conviction  is  legal 
or  illegal.     Leonard  Watson^ s  case  (2). 

The  Chief  Justice  in  delivering  the  decision  of  the  Court  said, 
that  himself  and  his  brother  Judges  had  not  the  least  doubt  as  to  their 
possessing  power  to  direct  the  prisoner's  discharge,  and  as  to  their  being 
called  upon  under  such  circumstances  to  adopt  this  course.  This  was 
in  point  of  fact  no  interference  with  the  judgment  of  the  Court  by 
which  sentence  had  been  passed,  the  real  and  only  question  being, 
whether  the  prisoner  was  legally  or  illegally  in  custody.  It  appeai-ed 
by  the  return  to  the  writ,  out  of  which  the  Court  could  not  travel,  that 
the  prisoner  was  in  custody  under  a  sentence  of  transportation  for  life 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  9  and  22,  1846. 

(2)  9  A  and  E.  731. 


r. 
Murray^ 
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1846.  for  the  offence  of  bigamy.  This  might  be  a  mistake  of  the  clerk,  for 
Regi^a  ^^^  ofience  of  which  the  prisoner  had  been  convicted  might  have  been 
one  which  would  authorise  the  passing  of  a  sentence  of  transportation 
for  life  ;  or,  on  the  other  hand,  the  sentence  really  passed  might  have 
been  that  of  transportation  for  a  shorter  period.  However  this  might 
be,  it  was  sufficient  for  the  Court  to  see  by  the  return,  that  the  only 
authority  for  detaining  the  prisoner  in  custody  was  an  alleged  sentence 
of  transportation  for  life,  under  a  conviction  of  a  crime  which,  at  the 
utmost,  only  warranted  a  transportation  for  seven  years.  Such  being 
the  case,  it  was  clear  that  the  prisoner  was  illegally  detained  in  custody, 
and  it  was  their  duty  as  the  guardians  of  the  general  liberty  of  the 
subject  to  direct  his  discharge. 

Discharge  ordered. 
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REGINA  V.  CUMMINGS.  (1)  1846. 


Criminal  information — Grounds  /or  granting — 7  Oto,  IV,  c,  64,  «.  1 — 9  Oeo.  IVy        j  j  «  * 

c.  83,  ss.  5  awrf  6 — Form  of  the  rule — Affidavit  in  support—  "  Degree*^  of  De-  Stephen  C.  J. 

ponent — **  Settler  " — Power  of  Attorney-General  to  file  ir^fonnations — In/orma-   Dickinson  J. 

tionnot  on  parchment — Postponernent  of  trial — Absence  of  material  witness.  ^^^ 

Therry  J, 

Iq  an  application  for  a  criminal  information  the  Court  will  be  guided  by  the 
principles  laid  down  in  the  statute  7  Geo.  IV,  c.  64,  sec.  1,  viz.,  that  if  there  be  a 
strong  presumption  of  guilt  the  person  charged  shall  be  committed  to  prison,  and 
if  notwithstandiog  evidence  given  in  behalf  of  the  said  person,  there  still  appear 
sufficient  grounds  for  judicial  inquiry,  he  shall  be  admitted  to  bail  by  the  justices. 

A  rule  nisi  for  a  criminal  information  in  the  form  given  by  Chitty  is  good, 
although  the  applicant's  name  is  not  therein  stated. 

The  word  " settler"  is  not  a  sufficient  legal  definition  of  the  degree  of  a  depo- 
nent, and  his  affidavit  will  therefore  be  excluded. 

Leave  to  file  a  criminal  information  in  the  name  of  the  Attomey-General  not 
having  been  taken  advantage  of  by  the  person  to  whom  it  was  granted,  the  Attor- 
ney-General ex  officio  filed  an  information  against  the  same  defendant,  although  he 
had  before  refused  to  do  so,  calling  on  him  to  answer  a  charge  of  forgery,  and 
although  on  a  prosecution  before  the  Magistrates  defendant  was  not  committed  for 
trial  or  held  to  bail,  but  had  been  twice  discharged  by  the  Bench.  The  informa- 
tion was  not  filed  in  term  or  during  criminal  sittings. 

Held  that  by  sec.  5  of  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  the  Attorney-General  was  merely  in 
liea  of  a  grand  jury,  until  its  establishment,  and  none  of  the  powers  and  liabilities 
of  the  latter  had  been  conferred  or  imjiosed  upon  him.  Informations  were  there- 
fore to  be  filed  by  him  as  in  cases  of  misdemeanor.  The  above  ex-officio  informa- 
tion was  therefore  good. 

It  is  no  objection  to  an  information  that  it  is  not  on  parchment,  such  not  being 
in  use  in  the  colony  for  this  purpose.  The  Court  will  grant  a  postponement  of  the 
trial  where  a  material  witness  for  the  defence  cannot  be  obtained  from  a  distance 
in  time,  although  the  principal  witness  for  the  prosecution  is  detained  at  great 
inconvenience,  and  the  grant  of  a  postponement  cannot  be  limited  by  the  condition 
that  the  defendant  shall  consent  to  the  evidence  of  the  latter  witness  being  taken 
de  bene  esse. 

This  was  an  application  by  W,  H.  Mackenzie,  under  sec.  6  of  9  Geo.     April  21. 
IV,  cap.  83,  for  a  rule  nisi,  calling  upon  TF.  Cummings,  of  Hartley,  to 
show  cause  why  a  criminal  information  for  forgery  should  not  l>e  filed 
against  him  in  the  name  of  the  Attorney-General 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  Mackenzie  had  sold  to  Cummirujs 
a  number  of  cattle,  payment  to  be  by  four  bills,  which  were  prepared 
by  Mackenzie,  and  which  were  to  be  signed  by  one  Jeremiah  Grant. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  22,  May,  9,  11,  and  13 ;  July,  8  and  9, 

1846. 
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1846.  The  prosecutor  sent  one  M^Innes  with  the  defendant  to  procure  Granf$ 
Rbgika  signature  and  deliver  the  cattle  thereafter.  The  bills  were  returned  to 
Cdmmivq*!  *^®  prosecutor's  solicitor  signed  with  6rarU*s  name,  but  were  dishonored 
by  the  latter,  who  denied  having  exeeuted  them.  Proceedings  were 
commenced  by  the  prosecutor  before  the  Sydney  Police  Bench,  bat  the 
first  Implication  (Minnes  being  absent)  was  dismissed,  and  also  the 
seeondy  without  any  reuon  bdng  assigned.  The  Attomey-Genflnl  abo 
refused  to  interfere  after  the  dismissal  of  the  case  in  the  Police  Court 
The  affidavits  of  the  preaecutor,  Grants  M'Innes,  and  the  solicitor  of  the 
prosecutor  were  filed  in  support.  On  the  motion  of  Mr.  Mtdne  a  role 
nisi  was  granted. 

May  8.  Michie,  for  the  prosecutor,  moved  to  make  the  rule  absolute. 

Wijidetfer,  for  the  defendant,  raised  the  objection  that  it  did  not 
appear  on  the  face  of  the  rule  who  it  was,  that  sought  the  penniBBion 
of  the  Court  to  file  a  criminal  information  against  the  defendant.  The 
insertion  of  the  applicant's  name  was  necessary  to  show^to  whom  the 
defendant  must  look  for  costs. 

Mickie,  cofUra,  The  matter  of  the  applicant's  name  is  of  little 
moment^  as  he  is  by  statute  required  to  enter  into  reoognizanoeB.  The 
form  used  was  that  prescribed  by  ChiUy. 

The  Court  overruled  the  objection. 

May  9.  Windtyw  objected  to  the  use  of  the  affidavit  of  JPInnu  on  the 

ground  that  he  was  therein  described  as  a  '' settler,"  which  was  a 
'  definition  unknown  to  law,  and  that  there  "tras  no  legal  definition  theran 
as  to  his  degree. 

The  CouBT  sustained  the  objection. 

Windeyer  read  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant^  denying  the  diarge 

alleged,  and  contended  that  this  proceeding  was  with  the  object  of 

harassing  the  defendant^  who  had  a  suit  against  ike  prosecutor  pending 

in  equify. 

Cur,  adv.  tmU, 

May  12.  ^®  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  JvsmcB.  The  affidavit  of  Ahasander  JlPIwnm  although  it 
had  been  read  in  support  of  the  motion  for  the  rule  mm,  and  had  been 
heard  by  ^e  Judges  by  whom  the  rule  had  been  granted,  had  been  since 
shut  out  for  informality,  so  that  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson^  who  was  absent 
at  the  time,  had  not  read  it  at  all.     This  affidavit,  therefore,  had  been 
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eonqdetely  exclnded  from  the  consideration  of  the  Gonrt,  and  the  decision        ^^^ 


wonld  be  grounded  solely  upon  the  affidavits  of  Messrs.  WUUam  Smviry  Bboika 
Jfaeisenziey  Jeretmah  Grtmtj  and  Gilbert  Wright,  The  judgment  of  the  o^n^jj^Qg, 
Court  woold  be  pronounced  upon  the  principles  laid  down  in  statute  o.  ^l.  n  j 
7  Geo.  lY,  c.  64,  tbe  first  section  of  which  enacted,  <'  That  when  any 
pevaon  shall  be  taken  on  a  charge  of  felony  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
and  the  charge  shall  be  supported  by  positive  and  credible  evidence  of 
the  fact,  or  by  such  evidence  as,  if  not  explained  or  contradicted,  shall, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  justice,  raise  a  strong  presumption  of  the  guilt  of 
the  person  charged,  such  person  shall  be  committed  to  prison."  The 
«ame  section  went  on  to  enact,  "  that  if,  notwithstanding  the  evidence 
adduced  on  the  behalf  of  a  person  thus  charged,  there  should  appear 
to  be  sufficient  grounds  for  judicial  inquiry,  the  person  charged  shall  be 
admitted  to  bail."  Applying  these  principles  to  the  present  case,  the 
•Judges  are  unanimously  of  opinion  that  although  the  affidavits  of 
Messrs.  Miiekenziey  GrarU,  and  Wright,  excluding  altogether  that  of 
Jk[*InneSy  did  not  raise  a  sufficiently  strong  presumption  of  guilt  to 
uFarrant  a  committal  to  prison  under  the  terms  of  the  first  part  of  the 
above  section ;  there  were,  nevertheless,  sufficient  grounds  shown  for  a 
Judicial  inquiiy.  Leave  would,  therefore,  be  granted  for  such  inquiry 
by  criminal  information.  His  Honor  added,  however,  that  the  Judges 
purposely  abstained  from  expressing  any  opinion  as  to  the  grounds 
upon  which  they  had  arrived  at  this  conclusion,  inasmuch  as  such  a 
statement  might  prejudice  the  defendant  on  his  trial  and  all  which  it 
was  necessary  for  them  to  determine  was  simply  that  there  were 
sufficient  reasons  to  warrant  a  further  investigation. 

An  information  having  been  filed  since  the  above  judgment  by  the  ^^V  ^  *"^  ^ 
Attorney-General,  ex  officio,  against  the  defendant, — on  July  8, 

Windeyer,  for  the  defendant,  and  his  sureties  moved,  on  notice  served 
on  the  Attom^-General,  calling  on  the  latter  to  show  cause,  why 
the  recognizances  entered  into  by  them  for  the  appearance  of  William 
Ctunminge,  to  answer  a  charge  of  forgery,  should  not  be  rescinded,  and 
all  proceedings  stayed  upon  the  following  grounds,  viz. : — ^that  the 
information  had  been  filed  by  the  Attomey-Greneral  of  his  own  motion, 
without  any  rule  or  order  of  the  Court ;  that  the  said  information  was 
not  filed  in  term  time,  or  during  any  criminal  sittings  of  the  Court ; 
that  the  defendant  had  not  been  committed  for  trial  or  held  to  bail 
previoualy  by  any  tribunal ;  but  that^  on  the  contrary,  be  had  been 
twice  brought  before  the  Police  B«ach  on  this  charge,  and  had  on  each 
4»ocaaion  been  dischavged ;  that  the  information  had  been  filed  without 
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any  legal  evidence  being  given  to  the  Attorney-General  in  respect  of 
the  matters  thereof ;  that  the  Attorney-General  had  no  right  or  power, 
either  at  common  aw  or  by  virtue  of  any  statute,  to  exhibit  an 
ex  officio  information  for  felony ;  that  the  information  had  been  filed 
by  the  Attorney-General  ex  officioj  and  not  on  oath  upon  evid^ioe 
adduced  before  him  in  his  character  of  a  substitute  in  the  colony  for  a 
grand  jury ;  and  that  leave  having  been  given  to  one  W.  H,  Madsensu 
to  file  an  information,  in  the  name  of  the  Attorney-General,  against 
the  defendant,  for  the  same  ofience  as  that  with  which  the  latter  stood 
charged  by  the  information  at  present  on  the  file,-  such  proceeding  was 
still  pending,  and  the  defendant  was  liable  to  be  tried  in  consequence 
of  the  permission  granted  to  Mackenzie, 

He  contended  that  the  Attorney-General  had  been  put  by  the  New 
South  Wales  Act  merely  in  the  place  of  a  grand  jury,  and  would  be 
required  in  all  cases  to  proceed  as  a  grand  jury.  He  also  objected  to 
the  information  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  on  parchment. 

The  Chief  Justice  said,  that  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  caU  upon 
the  Attorney 'Generaly  for  the  Court  had  already  had  an  opportunity 
of  considering  the  point,  and  of  looking  into  the  authorities,  and 
had  received  a  particular  impression  respecting  it,  subject  to  anything 
which  might  be  afterwards  urged  by  t'.p  defendant's  counsel.  This 
impression  was  not  changed  by  anything  which  had  been  said  by  Mr. 
Windeyer,  and  indeed  the  point  appeared  almost  too  plain  for  argument 
To  determine  this  matter,  they  would  have  to  consider  what  a  criminal 
information  really  was,  and  what  was  the  power  of  the  Attorney-General. 
By  reference  to  the  statute  which  had  been  already  alluded  to,  it  would 
be  seen  that  the  Imperial  Legislature,  instead  of  conferring  upon  the 
Attorney-General  any  of  the  powers  of  a  grand  jury,  or  of  imposing 
upon  him  any  of  the  duties  of  such  a  body,  had  expressly  declared  that 
until  their  establishment  in  the  colony  all  offences  should  be  prosecuted 
by  informations  in  his  name.  The  Attorney-General  was  therefore 
placed  in  lieu  of  a  grand  jury,  and  he  was  not  to  make  presentments 
in  the  way  that  a  grand  jury  would  have  done,  but  to  file  informations 
in  the  ordinary  manner  as  in  cases  of  misdemeanor.  An  information 
then,  as  had  been  stated  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  case  of  the  King 
V,  Walker  was  a  mere  suggestion  by  the  Crown  on  record,  that  a 
certain  offence  had  been  committed ;  and  it  was  open  to  the  Crown, 
acting  through  the  medium  of  its  law  officers,  to  make  such  suggestions 
whenever  it  thought  fit.  It  was  clear  that  by  virtue  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament  all  offences  were  to  be  prosacuted  by  information  in  this 
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manner,  and  there  was  nothing  in  the  present  case  to  take  it  out  of  the        1846. 
ordinary  course ;  for,  although  permission  had  been  given  by  the  Court      kkqin^. 
to  Afackenzie  to  file  an  information  of  this  kind  in  the  name  of  the    ^     ^* 

CUMMINOS. 

Attorney-General,  this  had  not  been  done,  and  there  was  nothing  to 
prevent  the  Crown  from  coming  in  and  prosecuting  the  defendant  if  it 
thought  fit.  It  was  the  simple  duty  of  the  Judges  to  interpret  the  law 
as  they  found  it,  and  if  this  state  of  things  was  judged  improper,  the 
remedy  lay  in  the  hands  of  the  Legislature. 

Dickinson,  J.,  expressed  his  concurrence  in  what  had  fallen  from  the 
Chief  Justice,  adding  that  aU  had  been  urged  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  defendant  which  could  have  been  urged  on  such  a  question. 

With  reference  to  the  objection  as  to  the  information  not  being  on 
parchment,  their  Honors  were  of  opinion  that  it  was  sufficiently  answered 
by  the  long  practice  of  the  Court  in  this  respect. 

Application  dismisted. 

Before  the  Chief  Justice  and  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson. 

Windeyer  moved  for  a  postponement  of  the  trial,  on  the  affidavits  of 
the  defendant  and  his  attorney,  on  the  ground  that  one  Byrnes  who 
resided  in  the  Lachlan  District,  above  200  miles  from  Sydney,  was  a 
material  and  necessary  witness  for  the  defendant^  as  he  could  disprove 
the.  assertions  of  Mclnnes,  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  aware  that 
the  case  would  be  tried  during  the  present  sittings  until  June  1. 

The  Attorney-General  opposed  the  application  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  had  had  sufficient  notice,  and  that  the  witness  Mclnnes  was 
anxious  to  return  to  New  Zealand  as  he  was  suffering  great  pecuniary 
loss  by  his  absence. 

The  CoUBT  suggested  that  the .  defendant  should  consent  to  the 
evidence  of  Mclnnes  being  taken  de  bene  esse. 

Windeyer  objected  to  the  attachment  of  this  condition  to  the  post- 
ponement. Mclnnes  had  given  evidence  before  a  Bench  of  Magistrates 
and  the  case  had  been  dismissed.  The  defendant  had  a  right  to  his 
examination  before  a  jury. 

The  Court  granted  the  application  unconditionally,  being  of  opinion 
that  there  was  sufficient  upon  the  affidavits  to  show  that  the  witness 
alluded  to  was  really  necessary  for  the  defence ;  and  the  defendant  had 
been  guilty  of  no  laches  in  not  having  already  taken  measures  to  seek 
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1846.        him  out,  for  as  the  space  of  time  which  bad  been  allowed  him  appealed 
SxoiNA      ^  ^  insnfB^dent,  there  was  erery  probability  that  be  mi^t  bave 
p^^-  regarded  the  expense  witli  which  sndi  a  search  would  be  attended,  as  a 

froitleBS  one.  It  was  Tery  natural  also,  that  under  sudi  cnrcomataiieeB 
as  these  the  defendant  should  be  desiioos  of  oonsolting  his  attucBsy 
before  he  took  any  farther  steps,  and  they  (tbeir  Honors)  were  not  poDB- 
pared  to  say  that  if  they  were  to  impose  such  a  oonditian  as  that  afinded 
to,  after  the  case  had  been  already  heard  and  dismisaed  by  a  Benck  of 
Magistrates,  they  should  not,  by  depriving  the  juiy  of  an  opportumtj 
of  judging  of  the  witness's  demeanour,  be  acting  unjustly. 

AppUcatUm  grmmied. 
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[Exchequer  Jurisdiction.] 
WINDEYER  V.  RIDDELL  and  FLOOD.     (1)  i846. 


Exchequer  Jurisdiction  of  Supreme  Court — AceourUant  to  the  Crown — Bight  of      0^*^26* 
Grown  to  chaange  of  venue — Quit  rtnte^Intemal  revinue  qf  Chroum — I  dt  2  Viet.,    ^nd  Feb!  3 
c.  2,  «ec.  2— Bight  of  Crown  officer  to  dietrcUnfor  arreare  qfquit  raUe^Time  qf        1847. 
scUe  qf  (UetreM-^l  Hen.  111^  c.  4 — Treapaeaer  ab  initio^Bight  qf  Crown  to  ^     ,       ^  _ 

An  action  against  the  Colonial  Treasarar  and  a  colleotor  of  quit  rents  for     Therry  J. 
treapan,  by  breaking  into  the  plaintiff's  house,  and  for  the  seiznre  and  sale  of 
plaintiff's  goods  for  arrears  of  quit  rents,  is  one  in  which  the  Crown  is  interested, 
and  an  application  for  its  removal  into  the  Exchequer  Jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
must  be  granted. 

The  Court  has  no  means  of  accomplishing  this,  but  by  directing  that  the  action 
henoeforth  shall  be,  and  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be,  specifically  in  that  jurisdiction. 

The  right  of  the  Crown  to  have  the  venue  laid  wherever  it  ploaaoa  does  not 
extend  to  all  actions  which  are  not  recU,  but  only  to  such  as  are  trvmsitory,  and 
tftarsfore  not  to  the  preaent  case  which,  although  d^pereomai  action,  is  in  its  nature 


'Sob  pierogKtive  right  of  the  Crown  to  a  trial  at  Bar  is  in  f one  heve^  notwith- 
standing the  absence  of  the  writ  of  nisi  prius. 

On  cross-demurrers  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants  (severally),  to  the  pleas 
and  repUoationa  respeotively,  the  following  points  wese  dacided  by  tiie  Court. 
The  property  in  the  quit  rents,  being  part  of  the  ordinary  internal  revenue  of  the 
Colony,  was  rightly  laid  in  the  Queen,  even  assuming  that  the  surplus  revenues  of 
the  Colony  had  been  sorrendered  to  Parliament  by  tiie  OrcMm  by  tli»8tetote  1  ft  2 
Vic.9  a  2,  sea  2. 

The  CoUector  of  Internal  Revenue,  although  not  speeifioally  antharised  to  distsain 
for  the  recovery  of  such  rents,  is  recognised  as  a  legal  officer  by  several  Colonial 
■tatatev,  and  by  3  WilL  TV,  No.  8,  sec.  8,  is  required  to  perform  a  specific  duty, 
and  a  diatreas  being  one  meaoa  far  the  recovery  of  the  xenfta,  he  is  thevafive 
eat&tledto  distrain. 

The  ofiioer  of  the  Crown  having  distrained,  is  bound  to  remove  the  goods  at 
onoe,  and  failing  to  do  so  becomes  a  trespasser  ab  initio^  for  he  entered  under  the 
gaoeml  aatiiority  of  the  law. 

The  goods  taken  should  not  have  been  sold  till  after  the  ezpiratba  of  fifteen  days 
from  their  aeisoce,  aa  laid  down  by  61  Hen.  Ill,  c  4^ 

This  was  an  action  against  the  Colonial  Treasurer  and  the  Collector  of 
Quit  Rents  for  the  county  of  Gloucester,  by  which  the  plaintiff  sought 
to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  trespass,  in  the  seizure  and  sale  of  his 
property  for  arrears  of  quit  rent.     The  Attorney-General  moved  on 

(1)  T»eS^iiNeyJfori*m9J7eraM,May2and6,mv.  9m^  Feb.  4, 1847. 
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1846.        notice,  representing  the  Crown,  to  change  the  venue  from  Maitland  to 

WiNDEYER    Sydney,  and  to  have  the  record  removed  into  the  Exchequer  Jurisdiction 

-,    ^'  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Riddel  r..  * 

The  Atlomey-Genercd,  the  Solicitor-GenercJ,  and  Fuker  for  the  Crown. 

The  revenue  of  the  Crown  is  concerned  and  consequently  the  action 

should  be  defended  by  the  Crown  officers.     The  Crown  has  a  right  to  a 

change  of  venue  in  all  actions  not  purely  local. 

Latve,  for  the  plaintiff.     This  is  the  only  Court  open  to  the  plaintiff, 

and  the  application  if  granted  will  prejudge  the  case  in  regard  to  the 

question  of  the  defendant's  authority,  as  the  bailiff  of  the  Queen.     The 

plaintiff  will  also  be  deprived  of  Costa  however  just  his  action.     The 

Crown  has  no  right  to  change  the  veniie  except  in  cases  of  a  transitory 

nature. 

Cur  adv,  vult. 

May  4.  ^^®  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  We  have  conferred  together  on  the  application 
made  in  this  action,  by  the  Attorney-General,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown, 
for  its  removal  into  the  Exchequer  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  and  for  the 
change  of  the  venue  from  Maitland  to  Sydney ;  and  after  consideration 
of  the  arguments,  and  the  authorities  cited,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
first  portion  of  this  motion,  must  be  granted,  and  the  second  refused. 

The  action  is  in  trespass  ;  1st,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's 
dwelling  house  ;  in  the  parish  of  Stockton,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester; 
and,  secondly,  for  taking  and  carrying  away  his  goods.  As  to  the  first 
count,  therefore,  this  is  a  local  action.  But  the  Attomey-Creneral  brings 
before  us  affidavits,  by  the  Crown  Solicitor,  and  one  of  the  defendants, 
Mr.  C.  D.  Riddell^  (describing  himself  as  Treasurer  in  this  colony,  and 
Collector  of  Internal  Revenue,)  setting  forth  that  the  action  is  brought 
in  respect  of  a  distress  made  for  arrears  of  quit-rent,  due  by  the  plaintiff 
to  Her  Majesty,  which  arrears  having  been  by  that  means  realised,  have 
been  paid  into  the  Colonial  Treasury,  for  the  use  of  Her  Majesty  ;  and 
the  Attorney-General,  contends,  that  this  being  a  personal  action^  in 
which  the  Queen  is  thus  shown  to  be  (as  he  maintains)  directly  or 
indirectly  interested,  the  Crown  has  a  right  to  have  a  venue  laid  in 
whatever  county  it  pleases.  He  admitted,  that  in  the  particular  case  of 
an  information  of  intrusion,  the  right  does  not  exist;  but  he  contended, 
that  this  exception  arose  merely  from  the  circumstance,  that  the  Sheriff 
of  the  county  had,  as  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  to  deliver  possession  of  the 
lands.     In  all  other  cases,  not  being  actions  real,  the  Attorney-General 
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insisted  that  the  Grown  had  the  right  in  question.     We  are  of  opinion,         1846. 
however,  that  the  right  exists  in  transitory  actions  only,  and  not  in  any    Windeyer 
action  which  (as  here)  is  in  its  nature  local.     For  this,  it  appears  to  us     *.    ^' 
that  the  AUomey-General  v.  Lord  Churchill  (2)  is  a  distinct  authority. 
The  Court  of  Exchequer  there,  admitting  that  "  the  King  may  lay  his 
action  in  what  county  he  pleases,  in  any  personal  action" held  that  the 
word  personal  was  used,  not  as  opposed  to  real,  but  in  the  sense  of 
transitory ;  and  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown,  in  actions  usually  termed 
loccU,  was  denied.     We  may  add,  that  the  authorities  relied  on  for  the 
right  claimed,  so  far  as  our  research  has  extended,  relate  apparently  to 
actions  and  proceedings  in  which  the  Crown  prosecutes ;  and  not  to 
cases  in  which,  as  in  the  present  instance,  it  is  (or  seeks  to  be)  defendant. 

I  come  next  to  the  question  of  the  removal  of  the  action,  as  the 
motion  terms  it,  into  our  Exchequer  jurisdiction.  As  to  a  removaly 
in  the  literal  sense,  we  feel  the  same  difficulty  that  we  did  in  the  outset. 
The  Court  has,  by  the  Statute  sanctioning  its  creation,  all  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  several  Courts  at  Westminster ;  and,  therefore,  that  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer.  But  the  Court  is,  nevertheless,  in  its  several 
jurisdictions,  one  Court  only.  Consequently,  whether  tins  action  pro- 
perly belongs  to  (what  may  be  called)  the  Queen's  Bench  side,  or  to  the 
Exchequer  side  of  the  Supreme  Court,  it  has  in  fact  been  commenced  in 
tlie  proper  and  only  competent  tribunal.  If  specially  indicated  to 
belong  to  the  latter  jurisdiction,  the  process  and  pleading  would  have 
been  in  the  same  form  as  they  are  in  now ;  and  whether  we  allow  the 
Crown  or  not  to  the  benefit  of  the  prerogative  contended  for,  the  action 
will  be  contended  in  the  same  offices,  and  under  charge  of  the  same 
officers,  as  at  present.  If  the  Crown,  however,  be  entitled  to  that 
benefit,  (in  other  words,  if  the  Crown  would,  in  England,  in  the  case 
of  a  similar  action  there,  instituted  in  the  Queen's  Bench  or  Common 
Pleas,  be  entitled  to  have  the  action  removed  into  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,)  we  hold  it  to  be  clearly  our  duty  to  permit  the  Crown  to 
enjoy  the  same  prerogative  equally  in  this  Court,  whatever  the  form  or 
mode  may  be,  by  which  the  concession  is  to  be  indicated.  We  are  asked, 
substantially,  to  place  this  action  on  the  Exchequer  side  of  the  Supreme 
Court.  There  is  no  mode  of  accomplishing  this,  that  we  are  aware  of 
but  by  directing  that  henceforth  it  shall  be,  and  be  deemed  and  taken 
to  be,  specifically  in  this  jurisdiction.  And  in  effect,  though  not  in 
terms,  this  is  what  the  motion  seeks.  What  may  be  the  advantages  or 
disadvantage,  to  one  side  or  the  other,  resulting  from  such  a  direction, 

(2)  8  M.  and  W.  171 ;  9  Dowl.  772. 
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Ifl40.        we  need  not  now  inquire^     They  will  be  the  same  that  wovld  nsnlt 
Wuamxm^  from  the  actual  removal  of  a  cause,  aimilarl j  circamstauoed,  in  Englaad, 
^'^^^      into  the  aepacate  Exchequer  juiiwiictian  there.    An  aetiual  removal,  ihd 
circumstances  of  this  Court  being  considered,  is  impracticable ;  but  the 
effect  incidental  to  such  a  removal,  i£  the  present  be  a  fit  case  for 
exercising  the  power  we  are  bound  not  to  withhold. 

Is  the  present,  then,  a  case  of  that  description)  We  haveabreiuly 
intimated  our  opinion  that  it  is.  If  this  were  an  action  pending  in  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  we  entertain  not  the  slightest  doubt  that  it 
would  at  once,  and  as  a  matter  of  course,  be  removed  on  motion  into 
the  Exchequer.  In  the  case  of  Catothome  v,  CampbeU  and  others,  cited 
in  1  Anstr.  205,  in  which  that  was  the  application,  Lord  Chief  Banm 
Eyre  states  (amongst  others)  the  two  following,  as  well  known  grounda 
for  such  a  motion : — Firgt^  where  any  matter  properly  cogni»ble  on  the 
revenue  side  of  the  Exchequer,  is  drawn  into  question  in  anotho:  Court; 
Secondly^  where  the  matter  of  suit,  in  another  Court,  touches  the  profit 
of  the  Crown.  In  cases  of  the  former  class  (of  which  one  reported  in 
8  M.  and  W.  163  (3)  was  cited  by  Mr.  Lowe  from  voL  20  of  the  Xsv 
Journal)^  the  institutiaa  of  pxooeedings  in  another  Courts  may  even 
under  certain  oiroamstanoes  amount  to  a  contempt.  But  it  is  in  the 
second  class  of  oMes,  that  the  present  is  move  properly  to  be  indiidad; 
and  of  these  it  will  be  sufficient  to  mention  four,  taken  from  Chifif 
Baron  JEym^a  judgment.  The  first  is  Lamb  v.  Gunman.  There^  the 
dispute  was  between  private  parties  only,  as  to  a  claim  of  priiage  on 
wine.  But  because  the  King  had  a  reversionary  interest  in  that  prinf^ 
tbe  cause  was  removed  into  the  Exchequer.  The  second  is  the  ease  d 
Fefrwivngton^  a  Collector  of  Customs,,  against  whom  an  action  was  bron^ 
to  recover  back  money  paid  him  for  duties  on  glass.  It  ^)peared  that 
FefnawikgUm  had  accounted  to  the  Crown  for  that  money,  so  that  "te 
never  could  have  drawn  it  back  again,"  observes  the  Chief  Baron,  "emi 
if  there  had  beei^  a  recovery  against  him.  But  it  was  tncidM^afi^  * 
questian  in  the  oause,  whether  the  duties  were  or  not  to  be  paid.  Thti 
foaa  a  question  which  cenaenmd  the  Kingy  amd  therefore  the  cause  unt 
removed"  The  two  other  cases  are  those  mentioned  in  p.  214, of  trover 
£or  a  ship,  and  trespass  for  seizing  goods  on  board  her.  That  seisure 
being  for  non-payment  of  duties,  and  therefore  one  of  the  qaestJone 
being  whether  they  wwe  payable,  both  actions  were  removed  into  the 
Exchequer.  *'!/  the  duties  were  payable,"  says  the  Chief  Baron,  "A^ 
it  nsiyht  foUaw  that  the  party  might  hams  a  right  to  enter  the  skip,  ^ 

(3)  Attorney-General  v,  Kingston, 
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look  fir  the  goodeJ'    It  may  be  collected  from  this,  iihat  the  questibn  vfOB        18tf . 

not  in  that  case  in  reahly,  whetker  the  duties  were  pa/yable ;  but  that    WiwuhymT 

dkqpiite  was,  whether  the  eeizwn  toae,  tmeler  the  circumetaneeSy  justifiable. 

So,  in  the  principal  case ;  before  Lord  Chief  Baron  McDomdd,     The 

action  was  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment ;  but  it  being  swocn  by 

the  defendant,  that  the  occurrences  arose  solely  out  of  the  execution  of 

his  duty,  as  an  officer  of  revenue,  the  cause  was  removed.    The  defendant, 

it  appeared,  had  seized  the  plaintiff's  ship,  on  suspicion  of  smuggling. 

It  did  not  appear,  however,  that  his  appointment  was  admitted,  or  his 

authority  to  seize  recognized ;  and  consequently,  the  mtiuggling  was  not 

the  only  question  (4). 

Now  to  apply  those  cases  to  the  present.  It  was  argued  for  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  Crown  could  not  be  interested,  nor  its  profit  be 
touched  or  brought  into  question  in  this  action,  because  (it  was  suggested) 
it  might  be  admitted  that  the  quit-rent  in  question,  or  some  quit-rent 
was  due,  and  yet  a  material  question,  if  not  the  only  one,  might  be, 
whether  the  defendants  liad  any  lawful  authority  fir  wluU  they  did  ;  or 
could  collect  rente  fir  Her  Majesty : — ^and  so,  it  was  urged,  the  Crown 
could  not  be  taken  to  be  represented  by,  or  connected  with  them.  But 
the  same  argument,  it  will  be  seen,  in  substance,  might  with  equal  force 
be  urged  against  the  cases  quoted  in  this  judgment.  Here  is  an  action, 
brought  against  a  public  accountant  to  the  Crown,  for  (as  he  swears)  a 
distress  made  for  quit-rents  due  to  Her  Majesty,  and  by  him  paid  into 
the  Colonial  Treasury  for  Her  Majesty's  use ;  and  he  adds,  that  large 
anms  have  been  similarly  collected,  and  accounted  for  and  paid  by  him 
in  respect  of  such  rents,  due  from  other  persons.  To  contend,  under 
SQch  circumstanoes,  that  the  Crown  k  nevertheless  not  directly  or 
indirectly  interested  in  this  action,  or  that  its  profit  is  not  in  question, — 
eiq>edally  bearing  in  mind  the  cases  cited,  illustrative  of  the  meaning 
of  those  terms,  appears  to  us  to  be  a  waste  of  words.  The  plaintiff 
siiould,  at  the  least,  having  distinctly  shown,  that  he  did  not  mean  to 
dispute  the  claim,  but  only  the  mode  of  enforcing  it :  and  even  tiben, 
we  do  not  see  how  the  cases  could  be  avoided,  as  authorities  are  quite 
decisive.  It  was  said,  that  the  Court  cannot  judicially  know  that  the 
Colonial  Treasurer  is,  or  how  he  can  be  authorised  to  receive,  much  less 
to  collect,  her  Majesty's  quit-rents.  We  will  not  here  enter  into  that 
question.  There  is  quite  enough  stated  before  us  on  oath,  to  show  his 
conneadon  with  them^  as  a  Crown  Accountant ;  and  that  is  enough,  for 

(4)  And  see  AUorney-Gcfieral  v,  ffalleU,  15  M.  &  W.  97  (notes  of  the  Cki^ 

Juttice), 
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1846.  the  purposes  of  the  present  motion.     His  authority  to  collect,  and  to 

WiNDETER  distrain,  is  another  matter.     But  as  to  this,  in  one  of  the  affidavits,  a 

-    ^*  lawful  authority  in  Mr.  Riddell  to  coUectf  and  take  measures  for  coikctvug 
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the  quit-renta,  is  distinctly  svom;  and  the  allegation  has  not  been 
denied. 

Lowe  enquired  whether  the  Court  had  considered  the  question  of 
costs,  and  said  that  as  the  application  had  only  been  in  part  acceded  to, 
and  as  the  plaintiff  had  committed  no  error,  the  latter  was  entitled  to 
costs. 

The  Chief  Justice  said  the  application  had  not  been  made  by  the 
defendants,  against  whom  costs  could  be  awarded,  but  by  the  Crown; 
and  the  applicants  could  not  be  compelled  to  pay  costs,  even  if  costs 
were  awarded. 

Order  accordingly. 

On  a  subsequent  day  an  order  was  made  by  the  Court,  on  the  motion 
of  the  Attomey-Generaly  ex  parte,  for  the  trial  of  the  case  at  Bar. 

Oct.  26.  Windeyer  and  Loioe^  for  the  plaintiff,  moved  upon  notice  to  set  aside 

the  order  made  during  the  previous  term  for  the  trial  of  the  case  at  Bar. 
The  application  of  the  Attorney-General  had  been  ex  parte  and  acceded 
to  in  accordance  with  the  practice  in  England  in  similar  cases.  A  trial 
at  Bar  was  always  obtainable  by  the  Crown  in  England,  because  the 
Sovereign  not  being  specially  named  in  the  statute  of  niaiprius^  13  Ed.  I) 
st.  1,  c.  30,  Her  Majesty  could  refuse  her  assent  to  the  issue  of  a  writ 
of  nisiprius,  and  upon  the  Attorney-General  notifying  to  the  Court  tlwt 
there  had  been  such  a  refusal,  the  Judges  had  no  other  course  open  to 
them  than  to  try  the  case  at  Bar,  according  to  the  old  form.  In  this 
colony  however  the  case  was  different,  for  there  was  no  such  thing  as  a 
writ  of  nisi  prius,  and  as  cases  were  tried  before  a  single  Judge  without 
the  issue  of  such  a  writ,  there  was  no  process  from  which  the  Queen 
could  dissent. 

The  Court,  without  calling  upon  the  Solicitor-General  to  show  cause, 
held  that  the  application  must  be  refused.  Although  cases  were  not 
tried  under  a  writ  of  nisi  prius,  the  Courts  stood  in  the  same  relation- 
ship towards  each  other,  as  in  England,  and  no  variation  in  mere  form 
could  deprive  the  Crown  of  the  prerogative  which  it  possessed  in  that 
country,  and  which  were  held  for  the  advantage  of  the  subject.  As, 
however,  the  trial  at  Bar  had  been  directed  ex  parte,  and  the  present 
application  was  one  against  the  Crown,  it  would  be  refused  without  costs. 
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The  defendants  in  this  case  severed  in  pleading,  and  each  pleaded         1S46. 
several  pleas.     To  some  of  each  of  these  sets  of  pleas  the  plaintiff    Windeyer 
demurred  ;  to  the  others  he  replied  several  matters     The  defendants     ^    *'* 
then  demurred  to  some  of  each  of  these  sets  of  replications,  and  rejoined 
to  the  others. 

These  cross- demurrers  were  argued  on  November  6  and  11,  by  ZowCf 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  Fislier,  for  the  defendants,  and  the  Court  reserved 
judgment  The  grounds  of  the  demurrers  and  arguments  thereon  are 
set  out  fully  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  which  was  delivered  by — 

Dickinson,  J.     This  is  an  action  of  trespass.     In  the  first  count  of       pi.  o 
the  declaration  the  plaintiff  complains  of  trespasses  by  the  defendants 
in  his  dwelling-house ;  in  the  second  count,  the  defendants  are  alleged 
to  have  trespassed  on  the  plaintiff's  goods. 

The  defendants  have  severed  in  pleading,  and  have  each  pleaded 
several  pleas.  To  some  of  each  of  these  sets  of  pleas  the  plaintiff  has 
demurred.  To  the  others  he  has  (under  the  rule  of  this  Court)  replied 
several  matters.  The  defendants  have  on  the  other  hand  demurred  to 
some  of  each  of  these  sets  of  replications,  and  rejoined  to  the  others. 

At  the  argument  it  was  arranged  that  the  points  should  be  considered 
on  the  demurrer  to  the  second  plea  of  the  defendant  Flood,  and  upon 
the  demurrers  to  the  replications  pleaded,  secondly,  to  the  first  and  third 
pleas  of  the  same  defendant.  We  allowed  a  separate  argument  on  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  defendant's  demurrers  respectively. 

The  second  plea  of  the  defendant  Flood  is  to  the  effect,  viz.  :  That  on 
the  29th  September,  1842,  the  Queen  in  right  of  her  Crown,  was  seized 
in  fee  of  a  parcel  of  land,  and  granted  the  same  in  fee  to  the  plaintiff, 
subject  to  a  quit  rent ;  that  before  the  trespasses  complained  of,  a  sum 
for  arrears  of  that  rent  became  due,  and  that  the  dwelling-house  men- 
tioned in  the  first  count  of  the  declaration  was  then  upon  the  said  land  ; 
that  the  defendant  Riddell  had  been  previously  appointed,  and  then  was. 
Treasurer  and  Collector  of  internal  Revenue  of  this  Colony,  and  that  it 
was  his  duty  to  collect,  distrain,  and  take  all  lawful  measures  for  the 
recovery  of  quit  rents,  forming  part  of  the  internal  revenue  of  this 
Colony ;  and  that  the  amount  due  from  the  defendant  for  quit  rent  as 
aforesaid,  formed  part  of  the  internal  revenue ;  whereupon  the  defendant 
Bidddl,  as  such  collector,  and  defendant  Flood,  as  his  bailiff,  and  assist- 
ant, entered  the  said  dwelling-house  to  distrain  for  the  sum  so  due  from 
the  plaintiff,  and  did  destrain,  d^c. 


M2  ST7PBEME   COURT   CASSSL 

1847.  Various  causea  were  assigned  £or  demurrer  to  t^is  plea,  but  the 

WiNDKTER~  plftintifiPs  counsel  resolved  them  at  the  argament  into  three,  vk, :  Ist 
-    ^-  That  the  plea  contained  matters  which  were  merely  evidence  of  the  de- 

fendant  Flood  being  the  Queen's  bailiff  bnt  no  direct  aUegation  that  he 
was  such  officer.  2nd.  That  the  defendant  RiddeWs  office  of  Traworer 
and  Collector  invested  him  with  no  authority  to  distrain  for  quit  rents. 
3rd.  That  the  Queen  had  surrendered  these  rents  to  the  Imperial  Pariisr 
ment  in  exchange  for  her  Civil  List,  and  that  it  was  beneath  her  royal 
dignity  to  collect  them  for  the  Parliament. 

Both  sets  of  demurrers  were  argued  last  term  by  Mr.  Loice^  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  Mr.  Fisher,  for  the  defendants. 

The  first  objection  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant's  second  plea  is 
utterly  misconceived.  The  plea  states,  no  evidence  of  the  defendant 
Flood  being  the  Queen's  bailiff.  The  plea  states  that  Mr.  RidM  is 
Treasurer  and  Collector  of  the  Internal  Bevenue ;  it  then  alleges  an 
inference  of  law,  viz,,  his  duty  to  distrain  for  the  rents  which  he  is  to 
collect  and  that  he  therefore,  as  collector,  and  Flood  as  h%»  hailiff  and 
assistant  entered  to  distrain. 

In  support  of  his  second  objection,  Mr.  Lovoe  went  into  a  lengthaed 
argument  to  show  that  by  the  law  of  England  it  is  the  sheriff's  datj  t^ 
collect  the  Crown  debts,  and  that  to  do  so  he  must  be  pat  ia  motion  by 
the  Baron  of  the  Exechequer.  He  then  cited  several  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment, and  an  Act  of  Prince  Edward's  Island  to  show,  that  powers  bad 
in  certain  cases  been  expressly  given  to  the  Crown  officers  to  distrain, 
and  that  bailiffs  must  be  known.  From  all  which  he  concluded  that  tiie 
Crown  could  not  give  a  power  to  any  of  its  officers  to  distrain  without 
the  specific  sanction  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  or  GounciL  He  cited 
SeweU  on  Sheriff  pp.  508,  509,  512.  MUUn'a  Case  (6);  Cm.  DV' 
VisconUe  (G.L) ;  Jacob's  Law  Dictionary— Bailiff ;  Act  of  Prina 
Edward's  Island,  from  2  Bouxtrd's  Colonial  Lom^  174 ;  StatuU  We^ 
II,  13  Ed.  /,  32  ;  Hen.  VIII,  c  20;  56  Geo.  Ill,  c.  16,  secs.i(Md  13; 
10  Geo.  IV,  c.  50,  ssc.  90  ;  7  and  S  Geo.  IV,  c  68,  sec.  4.  In  support 
of  this  argument  we  were  also  referred  to  t^e  statutes  5  Geo.  //,  ^  '^* 
sec.  12;  54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  15,  «ec  2  ;  5  and  6  WHl  IV,  c.  62,  sec.  17. 

In  answer  to  Mr.  Lowe  on  tiiis  objection  Mr.  Fisher  addoced  (amosg 
others)  this  argument,  viz.,  that  the  Colonial  Legislature  has  in  &snm 
instanoea  recognised  the  Colleetor  of  Internal  Revenue  as  a  legal  offioV; 
that  by  the  Act  3  Wm.  IV,  No.  8,  me.  8,  (aee  CaUaghan's  Ads,  p.  ^^ 
he  is  required  to  pediDnn  a  specific  duty ;  that  the  defendanf^  Mr* 

(6)  4  Rep.  33a.,  Fnwer'a  Bdition. 


J 
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Ridded  was  therefore  appointed  to  a  legal  office  ;  that  it  was  his  daty        184:7. 

to  ooliect  such  rents  as  those  mentioned  in  the  plea,  and  that  he  was  Whtdetxr 

therefore  entitled  to  distrain  for  them,  a  distress  being  one  means  for  the  ;DrQ^'-r * 
reoovery.     For  the  last  proposition  he  cited  Com.  Dig — Attorney  (c.  15), 
and  Slory  on  Agency^  pp  49,  67,  68,  74,  75,  77. 


Dickinso7i  J. 


We  have  considered  the  respective  arguments,  and  referred  to  the 
citations  on  either  side,  and  assuming  (for  the  present)  that  it  is  the 
Collector's  duty  to  ooliect  such  rents  as  those  mentioned  in  the  plea. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  this  argument  of  Mr.  Fisher  is  not  touched  by 
anything  in  any  one  of  the  statutes  referred  to  by  Mr.  Lowef  and  that 
it  famishes  a  complete  answer  to  the  second  objection  to  the  plea.  The 
authority  conferred  on  Mr.  JRiddeU  must  on  the  general  principles  of 
the  common  law  be  so  construed  as  to  include  all  necessary  or  usual 
means  of  executing  it  with  effect,  PaJey  on  Principal  and  Agent,  Ed.  1, 
p.  137  ;  Story  on  Agency^  s.  85  ;  Bac^  Abr,^  AuUiority  (A);  Com.  Dig,, 
Attorney,  c.  15.  The  incidental  authority  in  a  collector  of  rents  to  dis- 
train for  them  is  not  more  strange  than  that  of  a  person  to  arrest  for  a 
debt  which  he  is  employed  to  recover,  and  both  incidents  seem  equally 
included  in  the  general  proposition  enunciated  by  Paley  and  Judge 
Story.  We  have  heard  no  reason  why  by  common  law,  this  doctrine 
should  not  be  as  applicable  to  the  monarch  as  to  the  subject,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  any  one  of  the  statutes  cited  which  interferes  with  its 
application  to  the  case  before  us.  The  statute  32  Hen.  YIII,  c.  20,  has 
obviously  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  case.  Tho  statutes  56  Geo. 
Ill,  c  16,  sec.  13,  and  10  Geo.  IV,  c.  50,  sec.  90,  by  which  collectors 
of  Crown  rents  are  authorised  to  distrain,  might  appear  to  signify  that 
the  Legblatnre  conceived  that  such  officers  could  not  distrain  by  the 
comnon  law,  but  that  those  enactments  were  clearly  necessary  for 
eiuMing  them  not  merely  to  distrain,  but  moreover  to  sell  without  amy 
Umitation  as  to  time,  and  to  subject  them  in  the  exercise  of  such  powers 
to  the  control  of  the  Commissioners  of  Woods  and  Forests.  The  statute 
7  and  8  Gea  IV,  a  68,  sec.  4,  makes  certain  receipts  of  coUectors 
effisctnal  acquittances,  and  we  thiDk  that  enactment  has  no  application 
to  this  case.  As  to  the  statutes  5  G^.  II,  a  7,  sec.  2 ;  54  Gtea  III, 
e.  15,  sea  2 ,  and  5  <fe  6,  WilL  lY,  c.  62,  sea  17,  they  apply  merely  to 
the  kind  of  evidence  the  Crown  may  give  in  actions  instituted  by  it  in 
certain  colonies. 

The  only  qnestion  on  this  demurrer  which  remains  is,  whether  it  was 
Mr.  RiddetTs  duty  to  collect  the  rents  mentioned  in  the  plea.  Mr. 
Lotoe^s  argument  upon  this  was,  that  Mr.  Riddett  is  only  authorised  to 
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1847.        collect  the  Internal  Revenne.     He  cited  on  this  head  the  statutes  1  and 


WiNDEFBR    ^  ^^^-  ^-  ^>  ^^®^-  ^  ^^^  ^^f  '^^  ^^  ^^^*  ^^^     ^^  ^^^  quoted  from  ITefli 
^'^  on  7%«  Eevenue.     To  this  Mr.  FisJier  replied,  that  the  only  revenueB 

surrendered  were  those  arising  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  and  that 
these  rents  were  fixed  and  regular  revenue.  We  are  of  opinion  that  these 
rents  are  part  of  the  fixed  internal  revenue  of  the  colony.  They  are 
from  their  nature  fixed  as  distinguished  from  wreck,  waifs,  treasure 
trove,  fines,  dbc,  which  are  casual ;  they  are  internal,  being  derived 
wholly  from  the  lands  within,  and  from  no  sources  without  the  territory. 
Asauming  therefore  (for  argument's  sake),  that  the  surplus  revenues  of 
this  colony  have  been  8un*endered  to  Parliament  by  the  Statutes  1  i  2 
Vic,  c.  2,  sec.  2,  the  whole  internal  revenues  must  be  collected  before 
the  surplus  can  be  ascertained,  which  the  Queen  is  to  hand  over  to 
Parliament.  We  think,  therefore,  that  till  the  surplus  is  ascertained 
the  Queen  has  the  property  in  the  whole  of  the  ordinary  internal  revenue 
which  her  Collector  is  therefore  the  officer  to  get  into  the  Treasury. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  legal  inferences  set  forth  in  the 
plea,  are  correctly  deduced  from  the  facts  therein  alleged,  and  that  the 
plea  has  been  rendered  bad  neither  in  substance  nor  in  form  by  their 
introduction,  though  had  the  plaintiff  traversed  them,  his  replication 
would  have  been  informal,  and  consequently  we  think  that  the  second 
plea  of  the  defendant  Flood  is  a  good  defence  to  the  first  count  of  the 
declaration. 

As  the  points  arising  out  of  the  plea  we  have  been  considering  are 
involved  in  each  of  the  pleas  of  the  defendant  ^iKtHxi,  justifying  as 
assistant  to  Mr.  Riddell^  as  Collector  of  Internal  Revenue,  and  in  these 
pleas  in  which  Mr.  Riddell  himself  justifies  by  virtue  of  the  same  office, 
the  like  judgment  will  follow  upon  the  demurrer  to  each  of  the  last 
mentioned  two  sets  of  pleas,  as  upon  the  demurrer  to  the  second  plea  of 
the  defendant  Flood. 

The  defendant  Flood! 8  first  plea  was  that  the  Queen  before  the  time 
of  the  trespass  was  seized  in  fee  of  a  quit  rent,  in  respect  of  land  whereon 
the  dwelling  house  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  was  erected,  and  that 
at  the  last  mentioned  time  a  sum  of  money  for  arrears  being  due,  fiw 
as  bailiff  of  .the  Queen,  and  by  her  command,  entered  the  said  dwelling 
house  to  distrain,  and  then  and  there  did  distrain  <fec. 

The  second  replication  to  the  first  plea,  was  that  Flood  did  not 
immediately  remove  the  goods  distrained  in  the  dwelling  house  there- 
from, but  remained  therein  an  unreasonable  time,  making  a  noise  and 
disturbance. 
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In  support  of  the  demurrer  to  the  laut  mentioned  replication,  Mr.        1^7. 


Fiaher  cited  Rex  v.  Hill  (7) ;  Semayne^s  case  (8) ;  and  Bac,  Abr.  Execution    Windkyer 

(i/),  and  argued  that  the  Crown's  distress  was  always  in  the  nature  of     Rjddell 

an  execution,  and  therefore  that  it  was  necessary  for  the  Crown's  of&cer 

to  remain  on  the  land  where  the  distress  was  made ;  Mr.  Lowe^  on  the 

other  hand,  argued  that  the  Crown  was  bound  at  once  to  remove  the 

goods  distrained,  from  the  land  where  they  were  taken.     Mr.  Fishery 

moreover,  argued  both  On  this  demurrer,  and  on  that  to  the  second 

replication  to  the  third  plea  of  the  defendant  Floods  that  if  the  acts 

mentioned  in  those  replications  were  ti*espasses  yet  as  there  was  nothing 

to  show  that  the  defendant  i^ocT  entered  with  the  intention  of  committing 

them,  they  did  not  make  him  a  trespasser  ah  initio.     Mr.  Lowe  argued 

that  each  of  these  replications  showed  a  trespass,  which  (as  the  plea 

disclosed  an  entry  by  act  of  law)  made  Flood  a  trespasser  ah  initio.   He 

relied  on  the  Six  Carpenters  case  (9).      The  case  of  Smith  v.  EgginUm 

(10),  being  mentioned  by  the  Court  as  helping  the  argument  of  Mr. 

Fisher,  Mr.  Lowe  then  cited  Com,  Dig.,  Trespass  (c.  2),  Reed  v.  Harrison 

(11)  ;  Aiikenhead  v.  Blades  (12). 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  second  replication  to  the  first 
plea  of  the  defendant  Flood  is  good.  In  Com,  Dig.,  Distress  (Z>.  1),  it 
is  laid  down,  that  in  cases  of  distress  for  rent  the  goods  shall  be 
removed  immediately,  or  within  a  convenient  time ;  in  the  same  title 
(D,  7)y  that  such  a  distress  cannot  be  sold.  But  with  regard  to  the 
latter  rule,  this  exception  is  stated — "Yet  by  the  common  law  the 
King  might  sell  it.''  It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  author  had  the 
King's  right  as  distinguished  from  those  of  a  subject,  in  respect  of  dis- 
tress, under  his  consideration.  He  states,  however,  no  right  in  the 
Crown  to  stay  upon  the  premises  after  distraining  ;  and  as  no  case  has 
been  cited  to  show  us  that  the  Crown  had  such  a  power  at  common  law, 
we  conclude  that  none  such  existed  The  second  plea,  by  stating  *'  that 
Flood,  as  the  Queen's  bailiff,  and  by  her  command  entered  to  distrain, 
&c,"  shows  that  defendant  entered  by  general  authority  of  law,  and  not 
to  obey  a  specific  command  of  a  superior.  We  think  that  the  first  plea 
shows  Flood  to  have  been  more  in  the  situation  of  the  purveyor  men^ 
tioned  in  the  Six  Carpentered  case  than  in  that  of  the  sheriff  in  Smith  v. 
Egffington  (13),  who  entered  in  obedience  to  a  writ  from  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  Bagshawe  v,  Gotoard,  Cro.  Jac.  147.  It  appears  to  us  that 
with  respect  to  the  doctrine  of  a  subsequent  trespass  by  a  man  entering 

(7)  6  Price  10.  (8)  5  Rep.  4^  (9)  8  Rep.  290.  (10)  7  A.  &  E.  167. 

(11)  Wm.  BL  1218.         (12)  5  Taunt.  198.         (13)  7  A.  &  E.  167. 

U 
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1847.        under  act  of  law,  w^lritig  him  a  trespagser  ab  tuMo,  there  is  a  dear  dis-  * 
WiNDBTSB  tinctioii  between  the  case  of  him  who  enters  hj  vircae  of  some  genenl 
RmoKLL.     ^^'^L^^^ty  oonferred  on  him,  and  that  of  him  who  enters  in  obedieooeto 
a  special  mandata     In  the  former  case  it  may  well  be  presumed  that 
he  who  enters  by  virtue  of  the  law  set  in  motion  by  himself,  and  aftv- 
words  miabehavesy  entwed  under  the  semblance  of  law  for  the  purpoie  of 
connnitting  his  misocmduct ;  but  such  a  presumption  would  be  imreaaon- 
able  in  the  case  of  him  who  enters  because  the  law  has  set  him  in 
motion.     Here  there  is  an  ambiguity,  as  the  pka  states  that  ^  Flood 
entered  as  the  Queen's  bailiff,  and  by  her  commandy"  the  latt»  words 
implying,  though  not  distinctly,  a  special  command  for  the  particQltf 
oocaskm  moitioned  in  the  plea^     We  consider  thoee  words,  however, 
referable  to  his  original  appointment  as  Queen's  bailiff;  and  if  ^ 
ambiguity  cannot  be  removed,  it  must  be  taken  most  stron^y  against 
the  defendant,  who  has  used  the  doubtful  words. 

We  are  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  plea  shows  the  defendant 
Flood  entered  the  dwelling  house  by  general  authority  of  law,  and  tbt 
the  second  replication  to  the  plea,  by  alleging  that  he  subseqfaently 
committed  an  act  of  trespass,  (viz.,  remaining  in  the  house  an  unreaaoa- 
able  time  after  the  seizure — Griffin  v,  Scott  (14)  ;  WinUrbournA  fl. 
Morgan  (15),  per  Le  Blanc  J.,  and  Bayley  J.),  is  good,  as  it  shows  him 
to  have  been  a  trespasser  ah  initio. 

The  defendant  Floods  in  his  third  plea,  alleged  that  tiie  goods  meo- 
timed  in  the  seoond  count  of  the  declaration  were  seized  for  the  same 
quit-rent  as  that  specified  in  his  first  piea,  and  by  him  in  the  sum 
character  as  therein  set  forth. 

The  second  replication  to  the  third  plea  was,  that  Flood  sold  the  goods 
before  the  expiration  of  fifteen  days  next  after  the  seizure  of  them. 

In  support  of  the  demurrer  to  the  last  mentioned  replication,  Mr. 
Fisher  argued  that  at  the  o(Nnmon  law  the  Crown  had  the  prerogative 
power  of  selling  distresses  at  any  time.  That  the  statute  51  Hen.  IHi 
c  4,  which  prohibits  the  Crown  from  selling  till  after  fifteen  days  from 
seizure,  being  a  statutory  limitation  of  a  cmnmon  law  prerogative  of  tbe 
Crown,  has  no  apf^cation  to  a  col<my,  and  therefore  that  in  this  depen- 
dency the  Crown  may  sell  distresses  at  any  tima  In  support  of  tiiia 
argument  he  cited  Com.  Dig.,  PrcRr.  (A.);  Com.  Dig.,  Ley.  (A);  (C); 
Clark^s    Colonial  Law ;   Lewie  on  Dependendse ;   AHomey-^htierol  ^ 

(U)  2  Ld.  Ray,  1^4,  aod  Strange,  717.      '15)  11  East  396. 

(16)  2  Meriv.  143. 
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Stewart  (16)  Vin.  Abr,  Prcer,  (T.2).     He  moreover  argued  that  tbe  sale        1847. 

was  warranted  by  the  statutes  2  WilL  and  M.,  Sess.  1,  o.  5,  and  4  Geo.  II,     Windeteb 

c.  28,  sea  5,  as  the  Crown  might  take  advantage  of  them,  though  not  so     ^    ^' 

named  therein,  as  to  which  he  oited  Bac.  Abr.  Prcer,  (K6)  ;  Ckittt/a 

Prasr.  382.  He  also  cited  Qtlb,  Excr,  pp.  115,  123.  Mr.  Lowe  in  answer 

cited  Co.  LUt.  476  ;  Child  v.  Chambers  (17);   Bradley,  p.  15  ;  stat.  51, 

Hen.  Ill,  c.  4 ;  22  Car.  II,  c.  6,  sec.  8 ;  stat  11  Geo.  II,  a  19,  s.  10, 

19,  20,  and  22  ;  33  Hen.  VIII,  c.  39,  s.  54,   Vin.  Abr.  Prwr  (2,)  (14). 

B.  V.  Archbishop  of  Armagh  (18);  Wilson  v.  Tumtnon  (19).     He  also 

cited  several  statutes  where  powers  of  selling  within  a  limited  time  were 

given  to  the  subject.     He  argued  that  the  Crown  was  in  this  Colony 

bound  by  the  statute  51  Hen,  III,  c.  4,  and  therefore  could  not  sell 

distresses  within  fifteen  days  from  the  seizure.     That  the  statutes  2, 

WilL  and  M.,  Sess.  1,  c  5 ;   Geo.  11.  c.  28,  sec.   6  ;    and  11    Geo.  II, 

a  19,  do  not  apply  to  the  Crown  as  they  only  contemplate  cases  where 

by  the  common  law  the  distrainor  has  no  power  to  sell.     That  there  was 

only  one  authority  to  show  that  the  King  may  take  advantage  of  a 

statute,  though  not  named  in  it^  viz.  : — The  case  of  ^^ a  fine  levied  by  the 

King,  (£rc."  (20).     That  it  was  a  decision  in  the  time  of  James  I,  and  of 

Papham  and  Coke,  and  that  therefore  the  Court  would  not  be  influenced 

by  it.     Mr.  FisJiery  in  reply,  answered  the  last  method  of  viewing  the 

decision  in  7  Rep.  by  reading  the  judgment  of  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  Bex  v. 

Woo'/{2\). 

We  have  seen  that  at  the  common  law  the  Crown  might  sell  a  dis- 
trass.  By  staktnte  51  Hen.  Ill,  c.  4,  it  is  enacted  that  such  sale  must 
not  be  within  fifbsMi  days  from  the  distraining.  None  of  the  reasons 
adduced  satisfy  u  that  the  statutes  which  have  limited  the  perogatives 
of  the  Crown  are  inapplicable  to  this  Colony,  or  have  no  force  generally 
in  dependencies ;  and  the  proposition  is  so  starring  that  it  requires  a 
decision  in  pointy  a  legislative  declaration,  or  the  most  conclusive  reason- 
ing, to  warrant  its  entertainment.  Like  some  other  questions  which 
hare  been  agitated  in  this  Court,  we  think  the  onus  probandi  rests  upon 
the  proposer  so  completely  that  we  are  not  called  on  to  demonstrate  its 
ansonndness.  We  are  not  called  on  to  say  whether  the  Crown  can  take 
advantage  of  a  statute  in  which  it  is  not  named,  because  with  respect  to 
tbe  rents  mentioned  in  die  plea,  no  alteration  has  been  made  by  the 
statute  2  WilL  and  M.,  Sess.  1,  &  5  ;  for  that  Miaotment^  by  its  pre- 
amble, appears  to  have  contemplated  only  those  persons  who  could  not 

(17)  6  B.  and  Ad.  1051.         (18)  8  Mod.  5.         (19)  1  Dowl.  and  L.  513. 
(20)  7  Rep.  32.  (21)  2  B.  and  Aid.  609. 
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1847.        by  the  common  law  aell  disti'esses  for  rent,  and  applies  only  to  cases  of 
WiNDEYER    rent  reserved  upon  demises  and  special  contracts  ;  nor  by  the  etatute 
^   ^'  4  Geo.  II,  c.  28,  sec.  5,  as  that  applies  only  to  cases  of  rent  seek,  rents 

of  assize,  and  chief  rents.  Now  the  rent  mentioned  in  the  plea  cannot 
be  a  rent  seek,  as  the  Crown  is  not  boand  by  the  statute  quia  emptoreg. 
It  is  neither  a  rent  of  assize,  nor  a  chief  rent,  as  they  issue  out  of  manor 
lands  (CruUe's  Dige$t,  Ed.  2,  vol.  3,  Rents  Ch.  1,  s.  14),  of  which  there 
are  none  in  this  Colony.  We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  goods 
taken  ought  not  to  have  been  sold  till  after  the  expiration  of  fiSim. 
days  from  their  seizure. 

We  think,  however,  that  the  second  replication  to  the  third  plea  does 
not  show  that  the  defendant  Flood  was  a  trespaaser  ah  initio^  as  it  does 
not  state  any  act  of  trespass  committed  by  him.  All  that  the  replica- 
tion states  is  a  sale  at  an  improper  time  ;  but  sucb  sale  may  have  taken 

• 

place  without  the  defendant  Flood  or  his  vendee  touching  or  even  seeing 
the  goods ;  for  all  that  appears  in  the  replication  the  vendee  may 
never  have  taken  the  goods  which  he  would  have  had  no  right  to  take 
without  tendering  the  price  agreed  on,  2  Bl,  Comm.  448.  Within  the 
language  of  the  Six  Carpenters^  case  the  replication  discloses  no  act  of 
trespass  which  demonstrates  that  the  defendant  Flood  was  originally  a 
trespasser.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  last-mentioned  replication  is 
bad. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  will  be  entered  for  the  defendants  upon 
the  plaintiffs  demurrer  to  their  2nd,  6th,  6th,  9th,  and  10th  pleas* 
respectively.  Judgment  will  be  entered  also  for  the  defendants  on  their 
respective  demurrers  to  the  2nd  replication  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 
ants' 3rd,  4th,  7th,  and  8th  pleas  respectively.  Judgment  is  to  he  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  defendants'  several  demurrers  to  the  2nd  reph- 
cation  to  the  defendants'  Ist  plea  respectively. 

Loioe  applied  to  the  Court  for  leave  to  reply  on  the  pleas  which  their 
Honors  has  sustained,  upon  the  ground  that  as  the  case  was  a  novel  one, 
the  plaintiff  had  adopted  the  best  and  most  respectful  course  by  taking 
the  opinion  of  their  Honors  on  the  point  of  law  instead  of  replju^^ 
generally  as  he  might  have  done. 

Their  Honors  were  of  opinion  that,  considering  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  the  leave  applied  for  ought  not  to  be  granted* 

Order  accordingly' 
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WALSH  V.  HARRIS.  (1)  1846. 


Pleading — Trespass  to  land — Allegation  oftrtitpass  to  goods  included — Aggravation  ^^ 

or  subidantive  trespass,  ^^J^J*f^  C.  J . 

Dickinson  J. 

The  declaration  stated  a  trespass  upon  the  plaintiflTs  close  by  the  defendant,    ,  *>  ^Jy.  j 
and  a  seizare  and  conversion  of  his  chattels  also  on  the  said  close.     Plea,  that  the 
close  was  the  defendant's.    The  question  was  whether  the  trespass  to  the  goods 
was  a  substantive  grievance,  or  merely  an  aggravation  of  the  trespass  to  the 
close. 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff's  demurrer  to  the  plea  was  good,  that  the  taking  of 
goods  cannot  be  supposed  any  part  of  the  manner  in  which  the  close  was  trespassed 
on,  and  that  the  lajiguage  of  the  declaration  did  not  warrant  the  defendant  in 
supposing  that  it  was  alleged  as  a  mere  aggravation  of  the  trespass  to  the  close. 

Action  of  trespass ;  demurrer  to  plea.     The  facts  and  arguments  are 
fully  set  out  in  the  judgment  of  his  Honor,  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson, 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

Dickinson,  J.  The  declaration  in  this  case  states  that  the  defendant 
broke  and  entered  the  plain tiflTs  close,  and  made  a  noise  and  disturbance 
therein,  and  seized  and  converted  to  the  defendant's  use  certain  chattels 
of  the  plaintiflTs,  being  in  the  said  close. 

The  defendant  has  pleaded — 1st,  the  general  issue ;  2nd,  that  the 
close  is  not  the  plaintiffs  ;  3rd,  that  the  close  is  the  defendant's  freehold. 

The  plaintiff  has  replied  to  the  first,  and  demurred  to  the  second  and 
third  plea&  The  demurrers  were  argued  before  us  yesterday,  when  the 
defendant  waived  all  contest  on  the  second  plea,  as  he  considered  the 
case  of  Welch  v.  Nash  (2)  decisive  against  it.  We  are  of  the  same 
opinion,  and  think  that  the  second  plea  cannot  be  supported.  As  to  the 
third  plea,  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  Mr.  Darvall,  argued  that  it  was  bad, 
inasmuch  as  the  mere  averment  that  the  close  was  the  defendant's  free- 
hold was  no  justification  for  the  ti'espass  to  the  plaintiff's  goods  which 
were  thereon.  He  contended  that  the  trespass  to  the  goods  was  a  sub- 
stantive injury,  and  not  an  aggravation  of  the  trespass  to  the  close,  and 
that  the  case  of  Welsh  v.  Nash  (2)  was  as  decisive  against  the  third  as 
the  second  plea.  He  moreover  cited,  and  relied  on  Phillips  v,  Hovogate 
(3)  ;  Dyson  v.  Colick  (4) ;  BiLsh  v,  Parker  (5)  ;  and  Wm.  Saunders  28, 
note  3. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  May  9  and  11,  1846.     Cited  2  S.  C.  R.  324. 
(2)  8  East  394.  (3)  5  B.  &  Aid.  220.  (4)  5  B  &  Aid.  600.  (6)  1  Bing. 

X.C.  72. 
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1846.  The  defendant's  counsel,  Mr.  Broadhuraty  contended  that  the  trespass 

Walsh  to  the  goods  was  a  mere  aggravation  of  the  trespass  to  the  close,  which, 

„  ^'  being  the  gist  of  the  action,  was  all  that  the  defendant  was  obliged  to 
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plead  to,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  replied  or  newly  assigned 
the  trespass  to  the  goods.  He  cited  in  support  of  his  argument  Tt^&r 
V.  Cole  (6) ;  Gargrave  v.  Smith  (7)  ;  Gates  v.  Bayley  (8) ;  Dye  r.  ieoMif- 
dcde  (9). 

We  have  referred  to  the  cases  cited,  and  have  considered  the  plead- 
ings, and  the  arguments  urged  before  us.  The  di£Elculty  in  cases  of  this 
kind  is  to  determine  whether  a  given  trespass  is  complained  of,  speafic- 
allj  as  a  substantive  grievance,  or  whether,  from  the  statement  in  tbe 
declaration,  it  appears  to  be  merely  an  aggravation  of  some  other,  for 
which  the  action  is  really  brought  We  advisedly  use  the  word  appearif 
for  it  frequently  turns  out  by  the  replication  to  be  a  substantive  tres- 
pass, which  makes  the  defendant  a  trespasser  ab  initio^  or  by  a  new 
assignment  to  be  a  distinct  grievance,  for  which  alone  the  defendant  is 
liable.  If  then,  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration  in  this  action,  the 
trespass  to  the  goods  appears  to  be  a  distinct  grievance,  the  third  plea 
is  bad  for  not  justifying  it  in  terms  :  if,  on  the  other  hand,  it  appean 
to  be  a  mere  aggravation  of  the  trespass  to  the  close,  then  tJie  pie* 
would  be  good,  as  a  justification  to  what  is  apparenily  the  gist  w  the 
action. 

On  consideration  of  the  cases  Taylor  v.  Cole^  Gargrave  v.  Smithj  G(^ 
V,  Bayley^  and  Dye  v.  Leatherdaley  we  think  that  the  expulsion  laen- 

• 

tioned  in  the  first  case  is  apparently  a  description  of  the  manner  la 
which  the  entry  on  the  dose  was  conducted ;  that  had  the  convezaon 
been  alleged  in  the  declaration  in  the  second  of  those  cases,  it  woola 
have  appeared  descriptive  of  the  trespass  to  the  goods ;  that  in  the  third 
case  the  keeping  of  the  beast  so  close  that  it  died,  appears  indicative  w 
the  mode  of  the  impounding  complained  of ;  and  that  the  conversion  w 
the  hog  in  the  fourth  seems  a  mere  circumstance  of  the  taking. 

On  perusing  the  declarations  in  the  several  cases  of  rhUUps  v.  U^ 
gate  and  BubIi  v,  Parker^  the  striking  the  plaintiff  appears  in  the  fi«*^ 
those  cases,  to  be  put  as  a  distinct  trespass  from  the  breaking  ^ 
entering  the  house,  and  the  forcing  through  the  pond  in  the  latter 
those  decisions  is  apx>arently  described  as  a  trespass  additional  to  to 


first  assault.    From  a  comparison  of  these  two  classes  of  cases,  we 

(6)  3  T.R.  292.  (7)  1  Salkeld,  221.  (8)  2  WlUod,  313. 

(9)  3  Wilson,  20. 
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(referring  to  the  language  of  Judge  Bosanqitet^  in  the  case  last  men-        1846. 


tioued)  that  in  the  case  before  us  the  question  is,  whether  the  trespass       Walsh 
to  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  declaration  appears  to  be  therein  described  ^' 

as  part  of  the  manner  in  which  the  trespass  to  the  close  waa  committed, 
or  to  be  complained  of  as  a  Bubstantive  trespass.  Considering  the 
difference  of  the  subject  matters  of  the  alleged  trespasses,  we  think  that 
though  the  conversion  thereof  may  be  part  of  the  manner  of  taking  the 
goods,  yet  the  taking  the  goods  cannot  be  supposed  any  part  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  close  was  trespassed  on.  We  think,  therefore,  that 
the  language  of  the  declaration  did  not  warrant  the  defendant  in  sup- 
posing that  the  plaintiff  complained  of  the  trespass  to  the  goods  as  a 
mere  aggravation  of  that  upon  the  close,  and  that  the  third  plea  ought 
to  have  justified  the  grievance  to  the  goods,  and  is  therefore  bad  for  not 
having  contained  that  justification.  The  plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled 
to  the  judgment  of  the  Court  upon  the  demurrers. 

Application  for  leave  to  amend  was  made  by  Mr.  Broadhv/rst^  and 
granted  on  payment  of  costs,  the  Court  intimating  that  owing  to  the 
minuteness  of  the  distinction,  they  would  have  done  so  without  costs,  if 
they  could  have  found  a  precedent  for  it. 

Demvflrrer  upheld.     Leave  to  arnend^  on  payment  of  costs. 
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Feb.  10. 

Stephen  C.  J. 
Diddmon  J. 
and 
TherryJ. 


THE  ATTORNEY  GENERAL  v.  BROWN.    (1) 

Croiun  lamU — Intruwm — Reservation  in  grant — Tenure  of  land  in  N,  &,  Wak»— 
Boundaries — "  Ofiee  "  found — Damages— Monopoly — 21  Jac.  I,  c.  14—21 
Jac  /,  c.  3—12  Car.  II,  c.  24. 

Sixty  acres  of  land  at  Newcastle  were  granted  by  the  Oown  in  1840  to  D., 
nnder  whom  defendant  claimed  as  lessee,  the  grant,  after  the  nsnal  words  of  limi- 
tation^and  reservation  of  a  quit  rent,  containing  the  following  clanses,  "prorided 
nevertheless,  and  we  do  hereby  reserve  to  ourselves  all  such  parts  and  so  modi  of 
the  said  land  as  may  hereafter  be  required  for  a  public  way  or  ways,  .  .  ud 
also  all  stone  and  gravel,  .  .  and  all  land  within  one  hundred  feet  of  high  wtAa 
mark,  .  .  and  also  all  mines  of  gold  and  silver,  and  of  eoals,  with  full  and  free 
liberty  and  power  to  search  for,  dig,  and  take  away  tlie  same."  In  a  subsequent 
part  of  the  instrument  there  were  provisos  for  making  the  grant  void,  "if  the  odd- 
ditions,  reservations,  and  provisos  therein  contained, "  should  not  be  duly  observed. 
Upon  this  land  defendant  mined  for  coaL 

Held,  the  word  reserve  created  an  exception  in  the  jrant,  and  therefore  that  the 
veins  of  coal,  being  severable  from  the  Und,  remained  as  a  corporeal  hereditament 
in  the  Crown,  and  were  properly  the  subject  of  an  information  of  intrusioD.  No 
"  office  found  ^*  was  necessary,  the  right  not  being  founded  upon  the  breach  of  s 
condition,  but  upon  an  intrusion  into  soil,  always  the  property  of  the  Crown. 

The  waste  lands  of  this  colony  are,  and  ever  have  been,  from  the  time  of  itsfint 
settlement  in  1788,  in  the  Crown  ;  and  they  are,  and  ever  have  been,  from  thit 
date,  (in  point  of  legal  intendment, )  without  office  found,  in  the  Sovereign's  poi- 
session ;  and,  as  his  or  her  property,  they  have  been  and  may  now  be  effectoally 
granted  to  subjects  of  the  Crown. 

At  the  time  of  making  a  grant  of  land  to  a  subject  the  Crown  must  be  presumed 
to  have  had  a  title  to  that  land,  and  this  original  title,  as  the  foundation  and 
source  of  all  other  titles,  is  matter  of  judicial  cognizance.  The  feudal  principles^ 
that  all  lands  are  holden  mediately  or  immediately  of  the  Crown,  is  eqnaUy  in 
force  in  New  South  Wales  as  in  BIngland. 

Quaere,  whether  the  21  Jac.  /,  c.  14,  is  in  force  here  ?  Eskites  in  land  here  are 
not  allodial f  but  tenures  in  free  and  common  socage,  and  there  is  nothing  in  a  quit 
rent  inconsistent  with  this  tenure. 

The  boundaries  of  the  land  in  the  above  information  were  fixed  by  the  actual 
bearings  without  allowance  for  the  magnetic  variation,  lield,  although  the  grant 
must  be  taken  to  have  referred  to  the  true  bearings,  there  was  no  variance. 

An  information  of  intrusion  resembles  an  action  of  trespass,  and  damages  there- 
fore are  recoverable,  where  things  valuable  are  taken  away,  whether  in  form 
demanded  or  not. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  operation  of  the  above  grant  tending  to  a  monopoly  is 
the  sale  of  coals. 

Statutes,  35  Hen.  VIII,  c.  14  ;  37  Hen.  VIII,  c.  20 ;  35  Eliz.  c.  3 ;  21  Jac- 1 
c.  3 ;  12  Car,  II,  c.  24,  mentioned. 

New  trial  motion  in  a  case  in  which  tho  jury  had  found  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  with  nominal  damages,  on  an  information  of  intrusion 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  July  22, 1846,  and  Feb.  11, 1847,  and  2  S.C.B. 
App.  30.  Cited  2  S.C.R.  App.  7;  3  S.C.R.  23;  9  S-CR.  Eq.  127;  5N.S.T^. 
L.R.  278. 
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judgment  of  the  Court,  which  was  delivered  by —  Attornby- 

The  Chief  Justice.     This  was  an  information  of  intrusion,  for  enter-  v. 

ing  upon  certain  coal  mines  and  veins  of  coal,  to  wit,  the  mines  and  Brown. 
veins  of  coal  in  and  under  a  piece  of  land  in  the  County  of  Northum- 
berland, containing  sixty  acres,  in  the  information  described,  and 
digging  out  of  and  carrying  away  from  the  same  large  quantities  of 
coal  and  other  materials.  The  information,  in  the  ordinary  form, 
stated  the  mines  and  veins  in  question  to  have  been  and  to  be  lawfully 
in  the  Queen's  possession,  in  right  of  her  Crown;  and  that  the 
defendant  intruded  into  such  possession.  Plea,  not  guilty ;  that  is  to 
say,  that  the  defendant  did  not  so  intrude.  The  case  was  heard  before 
Mr.  Justice  Dickinson^  when  a  verdict  was  returned  under  His  Honor's 
direction  for  the  Crown ;  but  in  the  absence  of  sufficient  evidence  as  to 
damage,  with  nominal  damages  only. 

At  the  trial,  the  Attorney-General  maintained  that  the  Queen's  title 
was  admitted,  on  the  record ;  and  that  the  only  question  was,  .whether 
the  defendant  had  intruded.  He  went  into  proof,  however,  of  title. 
It  then  appeared  that  the  Crown  in  the  year  1840,  had  granted  the 
sixty  acres  described  in  the  information  to  one  DiJbmare$q^  under  whom 
the  defendant  was  lessee.  But,  in  the  grant,  after  the  usual  words  of 
limitation,  and  reservation  of  a  quit-rent,  there  was  the  following  clause 
or  proviso  "Provided  nevertheless,  and  we  do  hereby  reserve  to 
ourselves  all  such  parts  and  so  much  of  the  said  land  as  may  hereafter 
be  required  for  a  public  way  or  ways  " — (then  followed,  "  and  also  all 
stone  and  gravel,"  <kc.,  **  and  all  land  within  one  hundred  feet  of  high 
water  mark,"  &c.) — "and  also  all  mines  of  gold  and  silver  and  of  coals, 
with  full  and  free  liberty  and  power  to  search  for,  dig,  and  take  away 
the  same."  In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  instrument  there  were  provisos 
for  making,  the  grant  void,  "if  the  conditions,  reservations,  and 
provisos  therein  contained,"  should  not  be  duly  observed. 

The  entry  into  the  mines  of  coal  by  the  defendant,  was  clearly 
proved.  It  was  objected,  however,  that  he  had  a  right  to  make  such 
entry,  and  dig  for  and  carry  away  the  coals,  as  he  might  think  fit. 
First :  The.coals,  it  was  insisted,  were  not  excepted  from  the  grant ;  but 
the  Queen  merely  reserved  the  right,  when  she  thought  fit,  of  coming 
and  taking  them.     It  was  a  reservation  of  mines,  of  something  which 

(2)  The  argament  occupied  three  days  and  is  very  fully  reported  in  The  Sydney 
Morning  Herald  of  July  22,  1846,  but  the  various  reasons  therein  adduced  are 
all  referred  to  in  the  judgment. 
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1847.        did  not  exist  when  the  grant  issued.     A  mine  was  a  thing  that  hid  to 

Attoritby-    ^  made.      The  Queen,  it  was  admitted,  might  then  take  the  coak 

^'^^^^     But  the  defendant  might  take  them  also ;  or,  at  aU  events,  he  miglit 

BaowN.      do  so,  until  the  Queen  actually  claimed  herself  to  exercise  that  ri^t, 

Stephen  C.J.  which  it  was  not  pretended  that  she  had  done^  or  ever  claimed  to  da 

If  the  words  amounted  to  a  rettrvation  only,  and  not  an  exception,  tbe 

proceeding  by  information  of  intrusion  would  in  any  event  not  he. 

Secondly :  It  was  contended  that  the  clause  or  proviso  its^  vbether 

reservation  or  exception  was  void,  under  the  statute  of  James  the  IW, 

as  tending  to  create  a  monopoly  ;  since  the  Crown,  by  granting  mines 

of  coal,  and  the  right  of  digging  for  them,  to  one  party,  and  denying 

them  to  another,  might  throw  the  trade  in   that  article  into  one 

channel,  to  the  exclusion  of  every  other  person  or  party.    Thirdty:  It 

was  submitted,  however,  that  the  grant  itself  proved  nothing  against  tk 

defendant  in  any  point  of  view ;  for  that  his  possession  must  be  taken 

to  be  in  a  lawful  possession,  until  a  title  (or,  rather  a  better  title), 

was  shown,  in  some  one  else ;  and  that  here,  the  Crown  had  shown  no 

title.     The  defendant's  counsel  maintained  that  there  was  a  material 

difference  between  dominion^  or  the  right  of  sovereingty  over  the  soil 

and   country,   which   were    unquestionably  in   the   Crown,  and  the 

2)os8e88ion  or  the  title  to  the  possession  in  or  of  that  soil,  with  power  to 

grant   the  same  at  her  discretion,   which   title   he  broadly  denied. 

Fourthly :   The  defendant  objected  that  there  was  a  variance  in  tbe 

proof  of  the  boundaries,  as  set  out  in  the  information  by  reason  that 

these  (which  were  taken  from  the  Grant)  must  be  understood  to  refer 

to  the  true  points  and  bearings  mentioned,  after  allowance  made  for 

the  magnetic  variation ;  whereas  the  land  granted  was,  as  stated  hy  the 

Surveyor,  described  according  to  its  actual  bearings  by  the  compass, 

without  making  any  such  allowance.      The  defendant,  therefore,  it  ▼» 

said,   had  not  trespassed  on  the  spot  or  place  mentioned,  and  was, 

consequently,  in  any  event,  not  guilty  of  the  intrusion  charged. 

The  Judge  directed  the  Jury  on  the  several  points  as  follows :— He 
observed,  first,  that  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  any  question  of 
monopoly.  As  to  the  Queen's  right  to  possession.  His  Honor  did  not 
concede  to  the  Attomey-Oenerdl  that  the  Crown's  title  was  admitted  on 
the  record.  He  thought  that  the  question  was  open ;  but  he  said  that 
the  right  to  the  soil  arose,  and  became  vested  in  the  Crown  thnmghont 
the  Colony  at  and  from  the  time  of  the  first  landing  of  British  subjects 
in  the  Colony  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  settlement  on  it  With 
respect  to  the  boundaries  mentioned,  His  Honor  told  the  Jury  that  if  ^ 
defendant  entered  on  any  spot  or  place  lying,  in  fact,  wildiin  those 
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boundaries,  that  would  be  sufficient,  although  the  sixty  acres  granted,  or         1847. 


intended  to  have  been  granted,  might  be  incorrectly  described  by  them.    Aitobkey- 
On  the  construction  of  the  grant  the  Judge  observed  tliat  the  land  was     ^^^^^'^^^ 
given,  subject  to  certain  provisions,  and  with  certain  so-called  reserva-      Bbown. 
tions,  of  which  one  was,  for  instance,  of  land  required  for  roads,  and  Stephen  C. J. 
another  was  of  mines  of  coals.  He  said  that  the  question  whether  mines 
or  veins  of  coals  passed  under  such  an  instrument  was  independent  of 
any  mere  distinction  between  technical  terms ;  that  the  nature  of  a  thing 
could  not  depend  simply  on  the  word  used  to  describe  it,  and  His  Honor 
thought  that  the  claiise  relating  to  the  coals,  in  point  of  law,  amounted 
to  an  exception.     So  that  he  concluded  if  the  defendant  had  really  dug 
for  and  taken  coals  witliin  the  boundaries  mentioned  in  the  information, 
or  under  land  within  those  boundaries,  he  was  guilty  of  the  intrusion 
complained  of.       . 

A  new  trial  being  moved  for,  the  several  objections  mentioned  were 
again  urg«*d,  with  some  others,  of  which  we  shall  dispose  in  their  order, 
tending  first  to  impeach  the  title  of  the  Crown  ;  and,  secondly,  to  show 
that,  supposing  the  Crown  to  have  title,  the  proviso  or  reservation  in  its 
giant  was  void.  The  defendant's  case  was  most  elaborately  argued  on 
aU  these  grounds  by  Mr.  Windeyer  and  Mr.  Zotre,  shortly  answered  by 
^he  Attorney  and  Solicitor  General  and  Mr.  Broadkurgt  for  the  Crown, 
in  the  second  and  third  terms  of  the  last  year,  when  the  Court  reserved 
its  judgment.  We  have  availed  ourselves  of  the  leisure  afforded  by  the 
'vacafcian  to  consider  the  many  novel  questions  raised,  and  to  look  into 
the  various  authorities  cited,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  all  the  objec- 
tions, notwithstanding  the  labour  and  learning  expended  on  them,  are 
unfounded,  and  that  the  verdict  must  stand. 

m 

Tint,  as  to  the  variance  in  the  description  of  the  boundaries.  The 
lines  or  bearings  mentioned  in  the  grant,  and  forming,  or  intended  to 
-form,  the  boundaries  of  the  sixty  acres,  which  are  thereby  expressed  to  be 
conveyed,  may  be  taken  to  be  the  true  lines ;  and  the  actual  boundaries 
of  the  sixty  acres,  as  occupied,  may,  having  reference  to  the  present 
magnetic  variation,  be  taken  not  to  be  thereby  truly  described.  But  the 
fact  is,  nevertheless,  that  the  land  under  which  the  coals  lay  was,  and  is, 
truly  described  by  the  said  lines.  The  defendant  entered  on  a  mine  or 
vein  of  coals,  situate  under  a  pieee  of  land  bounded  by  the  exact  lines 
or  bearings  ascribed  to  it  in  the  information.  The  land  is  said,  however, 
to  contain  sixty  acres,  and  it  was  supposed  that  therafore  the  exact  boun- 
daries of  those  sixty  acres  must  be  described  But  it  apx>ear8  to  us  that 
the  bearings  of  that  particular  farm,  as  such,  were  not  in  question;  and 
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1847.        that  the  Crown  only  undertook  to  prove  that  the  defendant  intruded 

Attobket-    ^^  ^  mine  or  vein  lying  under  some  land  containing  sixty  acres,  in 

General     Northumberland,  bounded  as  mentioned  in  the  information.    Now,  an 

Brown,      entry  into  or  under  land  answering  the  description  there  given  has  been 

Stephen  C.J.  shown,  and  there  is  consequently  no  variance.    If  we  thought  otherwise, 

however,  as  our  opinion  is  against  the  defendant  on  all  the  other  points, 

we  should  not  grant  a  new  trial  on  this  alone.    Such  a  course  could  not 

benefit,  and  might  seriously  injure,  the  defendant,  as  the  AW>Tnif 

General  could  amend  his  information,  and  might  on  a  second  trial, 

perhaps,  prove  and  recover  extensive  damages. 

Secondly.  As  to  the  Crown's  title  to  land,  in  this  Colony,  it  was  boldly 
asserted,  and  endeavoured  to  be  shown,  that  the  Crown  has  not  and 
never  had  any  property  in  the  waste  lands  of  the  Colony — that  is,  any 
beneficial  ownership  or  right  to  grant  any  of  them  without  authority  of 
Parliament.  The  Queen  had,  it  was  said,  the  sovereignty  and  dommm 
directum  in  the  soil.  The  Sovereign  was  the  vJtimAis  ha;res.  But  he 
could  exercise  no  act  of  ownership  against  a  subject  Thirdly.  The 
Queen  was  at  all  events,  it  was  urged,  not  in  possession ;  not  entitled 
to  maintain  trespass,  or  bring  an  information  of  intrusion,  which  assumes 
that  she  had  possession.  There  was  an  occupancy  as  against  foreign 
powers,  but  this  was  rather  a  possession  in  the  people  than  in  the 
Sovereign.  The  Crown  could  only  take  land,  that  is  to  8ay,  have  title 
thereto  exclusive  of  its  subjects,  by  matter  of  record,  and  there  should 
have  been,  consequently,  an  "  office  "  found,  or  some  equivalent  pro- 
ceeding to  show  title  in  this  case. 

We  will  dispovse  of  these  two  objections  together.  We  omit  a  variety 
of  topics  introduced  in  aid  of  them,  .with  which  we  have,  as  Judges, 
nothing  to  do  and  which  were  indeed  of  too  popular  a  character,  merely, 
to  justify  further  notice  by  us.  We  are  of  opinion,  then,  that  the  waste 
lands  of  this  Colony  are,  and  ever  have  been,  from  the  time  of  its  first 
settlement  in  1788,  in  the  Crown ;  that  they  are,  and  ever  have  been, 
from  that  date  (in  point  of  legal  intendment),  without  office  found,  in 
the  Sovereign's  possession  ;  and  that,  as  his  or  her  property,  they  have 
been  and  may  now  be  effectually  granted  to  subjects  of  the  Crown.  It 
might  not  have  been  necessary  for  us,  perhaps,  to  determime  the  last  of 
these  positions,  but  for  the  course  taken  in  the  argument,  which  has 
rested  the  case,  in  a  great  measure,  on  the  validity  of  the  Grant  under 
which  the  defendant  claims — or,  at  least,  of  the  reservations  therein. 
But,  as  the  right  or  power  of  the  Crown  to  convey  was  itself  contested, 
the  validity  of  the  whole  instrument  came  in  question.    We  will  assume 


SUPREME   COURT   CASES.  817 

that  the  title  of  the  Crown  to  the  mines  was  legitimately  in  contest —  1847. 
that,  in  other  words,  it  was  not  admitted  on  the  record.  This,  how-  Attornet- 
ever,  will  not  help  the  defendant,  if  the  Grant  under  which  alone  he  can  C^eneral 
claim  be  invalid.  If  the  Queen's  original  title— that  is,  to  all  lands  in  Bbown. 
the  Colony — be  established,  with  its  legal  corollary  possession,  the  Stephen  C,J. 
defendant  must,  by  some  effectual  instrument  or  means,  defeat  that 
title,  or  the  Crown's  claim  is  unanswered,  and  himself  without  defence. 
We  have  not  been  called  on  to  say  whether  the  Crown's  title  was  or  not 
so  admitted.  The  point  was  certainly  suggested  at  the  trial,  but  no 
authority  was  then  cited  on  it,  and  the  subject  on  the  argument  in  banc 
was  not  adverted  to.  No  plea,  however,  was  in  this  case  pleaded, 
except  not  guilty  ;  and  it  is  laid  down  generally  in  the  books  that  no 
other  matter  is  then  in  issue  but  the  intrusion.  The  exception  intro- 
duced by  the  statute  21  Jac.  I,  c.  14,  where  the  Crown  has  been  out 
of  possession  twenty  years,  sufficiently  proves  that  rule.  In  the  recent 
case  of  Hatfield  v.  Alford  (3),  we  expressed  considerable  doubt  whether 
the  statute  of  James  extends  to  this  colony.  The  defendant's  title  here, 
however,  had  been  entered  into  and  considered  under  not  guilty  only, 
as  it  would  have  been  were  that  statute  in  force,  and  the  defendant  in 
fact  within  its  provisions.  Our  decision  in  the  case  just  referred  to 
(pronounced  after  the  termination  of  the  arguments  in  this),  relieves  us 
from  the  necessity  of  saying  more  on  that  point.  The  Court  there, 
however,  decided  two  others  of  more  importance,  on  which  we  have  to 
express  an  opinion  now.  The  one  was,  that  at  the  time  of  making 
a  grant  of  land  to  a  subject,  the  Crown  must  be  presumed  to  have 
had  a  title  to  that  land;  and  the  other,  that  lands  in  this  Colony — ^that 
is  to  say,  its  title  origincUlyy  as  the  foundation  and  source  of  all  other 
titles — ia  matter  of  judicial  cognizance. 

We  see  no  reason,  on  fuller  reflection,  for  distrusting  either  of  those 
opinions.  The  territory  of  New  South  Wales,  and  eventually  the  whole 
of  the  vast  island  of  which  it  forms  a  part,  have  been  taken  possession 
of  by  British  subjects  in  the  name  of  the  Sovereign.  They  belong,  there- 
fore, to  the  British  Crown.  For  this  we  need  not  refer  merely  to  history 
The  fact  of  the  settlement  of  New  South  Wales  in  that  manner,  and 
that  it  forms  a  portion  of  the  Queen's  Dominions,  and  is  subject  to  and 
governed  by  British  laws,  may  be  learned  from  public  colonial  records, 
and  from  Acts  of  Parliament.  New  South  Wales  is  termed  in  the 
statute  54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  15,  and  in  the  59  Geo.  Ill,  c.  122,  His  Majesty's 
Colony ;  not  the  colony  of  the  people,  not  even  the  colony  of  the  empire. 

(3)  Oct.,  1846,  post. 
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1847.  It  was  maintained  that  this  sapposed  property  in  the  Crown  was  a 
Attokkkt^  fiction.  Doubtless,  in  one  sense^  it  was  so.  The  right  of  the  people  d 
Gbnbbal  England  to  their  property,  does  not  in  fact  depend  on  any  royal  gnnt, 
Browk.  and  the  principle  that  all  lands  are  holden  mediately  or  immediately  ol 
Stephtn  C.J.  ^^  Crown  flows  from  the  adoption  of  the  feudal  syst^aai  merdy  (Co,  UL 
1,  and  UAd.  191,  a,  Mr.  BtUler*s  note  6  ;  Bae.  Ab.  Prerog.  R ;  VukM. 
same  title  EL  A.  19.)  That  principle^  howe«'er,  is  universal  in  the  lav 
of  England,  and  we  can  see  no  reason  why  it  shall  be  said  not  to  be 
equally  in  operation  here.  The  Sovereign,  by  Uiat  law  is  (as  it  is  termed) 
universal  oeeupant.  All  property  is  supposed  to  have  been,  originallj, 
in  him.  Though  this  be  generally  a  fiction,  it  is  one  "  adopted  by  tbe 
Constitution  to  answer  the  ends  of  government,  for  the  good  of  the 
peopla''  (Bae,  Ab,  iibi  suproy  maiginal  note.)  Bat^  in  a  newly-dis^ 
covered  country,  settled  by  British  subjects,  the  occupancy  of  theOrovn 
with  respect  to  the  waste  lands  of  that  country,  is  no  fiction.  li^  inone 
sense,  those  lands  be  the  patiimony  of  the  nation,  the  Sovereign  is  the 
representative,  and  the  executive  authority  of  the  nation,  the  ''moial 
personality  "  (as  VtUtel  calls  him.  Law  of  Nations,  book  1,  cfai^.  i)k  by 
whom  the  nation  acts,  and  in  whom  for  such  purposes  its  power  readn 
Here  is  a  property,  depending  for  its  support  on  no  feudal  notiona  or 
principle.  But  if  the  feudal  system  of  tenures  be^  as  we  take  it  to  be, 
part  of  the  universal  law  of  the  parent  state,  on  what  shall  it  be  said 
not  to  be  law,  in  New  South  Wales )  At  the  moment  of  its  settlemoit 
the  colonuts  brought  the  common  law  of  England  with  them.  So  much, 
at  all  events,  they  introduced,  as  was  consistent  with  their  then  oondi* 
tions.  *'Such,  for  instance,"  says  Blaektione,  "as  the  general  mleaol 
inheritance."  The  same  has  indeed  been  said  of  the  ststuts  law,  bat 
this  is  not  now  in  question.  Speaking-  of  the  exceptions,  he  obsarw 
that  the  artificial  refinements  and  distinctions  incident  to  the  property 
of  a  great  and  commercial  people,  are  not  in  force  in  the  colonies^  ^ 
being  neither  necessary  nor  convenient  for  them.  No  such  observation, 
however  can  apply  to  a  rule  so  convenient,  if  not  so  essential  (even 
though  founded  solely  on  a  fiction,  or  a  technicality)  as  that  which 
vests  the  property  in  waste  lands  in  colonies  in  the  Sovereign.  Bat 
Blackstone,  we  apprehend,  in  the  place  cited,  was  considering  the  applic- 
ability of  the  statute,  not  the  Common  Law,  and  the  feudal  principle 
of  which  we  speak,  we  have  no  doubt,  is  as  much  in  force  in  the  colonic 
as  the  law  which  provides  for  the  succession  of  the  eldest  son. 

Enough  has,  perhaps,  been  said  on  this  point.  We  will  refer,  how- 
ever, to  precedents ;  and  to  Acts  of  the  Legislature,  both  at  home  and 
in  this  colony.     In  the  late  Act>  of  6  and  6  Vic,  c  36,  the  wastelands 
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of  the  Crown,  and  (in  the  title)  the  waste  lands  belonging  to  the  Crown,  1847. 
in  the  Australian  colonies,  are  mentioned.  It  will  hardly  be  disputed,  Attornsy- 
tfaat  by  iheae  words  were  meant  all  the  waste  and  unoccupied  lands  of  ^i^i^l 
the  colony ;  for,  at  any  rate,  there  is  no  other  proprietor  of  such  lands.  Brown. 
In  the  statute,  10  Geo.  IV,  c.  22,  reciting  that  divers  of  His  Majesty's  Stephen  C.J. 
subjeets  had  settled  in  certain  wild  and  unoccupied  lands  in  Western 
Aostratia,  it  is  said  that  they  haye  done  so  by  His  Majesty^s  consent 
and  lionise.  In  the  Australian  Agricultural  Company's  Act,  the  5 
€^.  lY,  c.  86,  established  ''for  the  cultivation  and  improvement  of 
waste  lands"  in  this  colony,  it  is  enacted  that^  in  case  a  charter  shall  be 
granted  to  them,  the  Company  may  lawfully  hold  all  such  lands  as  shall 
be  granted  to  them  by  His  Majesty.  In  Chief  Justice  Stokers  book  on 
the  North  American  Colonies,  published  in  1783,  the  usual  clauses  of  a 
Crovemor^s  Commisnon  are  publi^ed  ;  and  among  them  is  one  giving 
him  power  to  grant  lands.  In  Mr.  Chalmet^a  Collection  of  Opinions, 
there  will  be  found  numerous  instances  stated,  of  grants  of  land  in  the 
American  Colonies,  made  by  Kings  and  Queens  of  England.  One 
by  WiiUam  and  Mary,  granting  lands  in  New  England ;  reserving  aU 
trees  above  a  certain  size.  Another  by  the  same  monarchs,  reserving 
one^fth  of  all  the  gold  that  should  be  produced.  One  by  Charles  the 
Second,  reserving  an  anmial  rent  of  forty  beaver  skins.  One  by  James 
the  First,  in  the  year  1620.  One  by  Greorge  the  Second,  of  seven-eighths 
of  all  the  lands  in  Georgia  (4).  The  Crown's  right  to  make  such  grants 
seems  recognised  by  the  Statute  7  <k  8  WiU.  Ill,  c.  22,  s.  16,  by  which 
the  Crown's  patentees  are  rsstrained  from  selling,  without  license,  to 
any  other  than  natural  born  subjects  of  the  Crown.  The  same  right  is 
assumed  by  Lord  Sardwiekey  in  Fenn  v.  Lofxi  Baltimore  (5).  That  was 
a  contest  between  two  proprietors  of  American  provinces ;  granted  by 
the  Crown  to  them,  to  beholden  in  free  and  common  socage.  In  short, 
the  instunces  are  innumerabla  From  the  time  when  colonies  were 
first  known,  thare  is  no  example  of  a  grant  of  lands  in  them,  except  by 
the  Crown  alone.  In  this  colony,  there  are  probably  some  thousands 
of  such  grants ;  and  veiy  many,  with  provisos  and  restrictions  similar 
to  those  in  the  present  case.  The  discovery  has  been  made,  however, 
in  this  late  age,  and  by  lawyers  of  this  bar,  that  these  titles  are  without 
foundation.  If  such  be  the  law,  it  is  fit  that  it  should  be  so  declared, 
by  a  higher  Court  than  this.  The  appellate  tribunal  is  open  to  the 
defendant,  and  the  case  may  be  taken  there.  I  have  not  yet  introduced, 
however,  the  colonial  enactmentsi  In  several  of  these,  (the  Acts  for 
resbrsuning  the  unauthorised  occupation  of  the  waste  lands  of  this 
(4)  1  Ohal.  18,  33»  59,  148.  (5)  1  Vet.  Sen.  448. 
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1847.  colony,)  the  Grown  lands  are  mentioned  eo  nomine :  and  their  nnan- 
Attobnby-  thorised  occupation  is  said,  expressly,  to  be  derogatory  to  the  rights  of 
Gkkeral  f^i^Q  Crown.  In  the  Acts  for  appointing  Commissioners  to  report  on 
Browx.  disputed  Claims  to  Grants  of  Land,  the  power  of  the  Governor  to  make 
SttiAcn  C.J.  grwits,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  is  assumed.  By  the  6  Will.  IV,  Na 
1 6,  that  power  is  recited,  and  mentioned  to  have  been  exercised  infbi- 
mally ;  and  then,  by  the  express  assent  of  His  Majesty,  also  r^ted,  all 
former  grants  of  land  by  governors  are  confirmed.  In  this  Act,  and  in 
the  3  Vic,  No.  1,  to  confirm  certain  other  grants,  supposed  to  have  been 
informal,  the  title  of  the  Crown  to  the  waste  lands,  and  the  right  to 
grant  them,  are  too  plainly  recognised  to  admit  of  question.  To  shov 
further,  after  what  has  been  adduced,  that  a  finding  by  "Office"  ^9 
unnecessary,  to  entitle  the  Queen  to  lands  in  this  colony,  or  to  maintain 
an  information  of  intrusion  in  respect  of  them,  would  be  a  waste  of 
time.  Where  the  Queen  is  entitled,  she  is  supposed  to  be  in  possession. 
The  Crown  cannot  be  disseised  :  nor  can  there  be  any  occupant,  as  against 
the  Crown,  (for  any  other  pui-poses  than  those  mentioned  in  the  21  Jac.  I, 
c.  14)  of  any  possessions  of  the  Crown.  The  reason  assigned  is,  that  no 
subject  can  take  from  the  Crown  except  by  record ;  and  therefore  a 
mere  act  in  pais  cannot  avail  a  defendant.  And,  because  the  Qneen 
cannot  be  supposed  to  be  out  of  possession,  she  cannot  have  ejectment ; 
or  other  remedy,  which  is  founded  on  or  supposes  an  eviction  (Bac.  Ah. 
Prerog.  E.  3.— Fin.  Ah,  same  title  Q.  4  and  B.  d  4,  Also,  CkPrerog. 
334 ;  note  A,  and  12  East  104).  It  is  not  universally  true,  that  the 
Crown  can  only  take  by  matter  of  record,  even  from  a  subject  (Ch. 
Frer,  249).  As,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  lands  "of  an  alien  in  thM 
realm  ratione  giierre"  And  the  reason  given  is  remarkable : — "  becaose 
the  King's  title  is  notorious  enoughy  although  it  appear  not  of  record 
(ibid,)  But  all  the  instances  where  the  King  is  said  only  take  lands 
by  record,  are  where  he  takes  from  a  subject  (  Vin,  Ah.  Prerog,  Z.  c» 
and  Ch,  Pr,,  nhi  supra,)  The  idea  that  he  cannot  acquire  knds  in  a 
newly  settled  country,  by  discovery,  and  the  settlement  of  his  subjects 
therein  (facts  which  must  be  always  notorious,  and  speedily  a  matter  of 
history),  but  must  resort  to  the  form  of  an  "  office  "  to  give  him  title, 
appears  to  us  scarcely  to  admit  of  serious  refutation. 

Fourthly.  We  come  now  to  the  objection,  that  supposing  the  Grant 
to  be  good,  the  clause  reserving  the  mines  of  coal  to  be  void,  under  the 
21  Jac.  I,  c.  3,  as  (ending  to  a  monopoly.  The  argument  on  this  hss 
been  already  stated.  In  ComyrCs  Digest  (Trade  D.  4),  the  author 
defines  a  monopoly;  and  then,  mentioning  its  consequences,  add*-- 
"  therefore  every  grant  which  tends  to  a  monopoly  will  be  void."    There 
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follows  in  illustration  of  this  proposition,  an  enumeration  of  instances ;  1847. 
such  as,  a  grant  of  the  sole  making  of  cards  for  twenty-one  years,  the  Attobnet- 
sole  making  of  ordinance  in  the  time  of  war,  the  sole  exportation  of  G^nebal 
kerseys,  the  sole  importation  of  cards,  that  goods  shall  only  be  imported  Brown. 
at  a  particular  port ;  and  the  lika  In  eveiy  one  of  these,  the  tendency  Stephen  C.J. 
of  the  grant  is  towards  a  monopoly,  and  necessarily  so,  by  its  own 
intrinsic  operation.  But  there  is  nothing,  in  the  intrinsic  operation  of 
the  clause  in  question,  in  this  case,  tending  to  a  monopoly  in  the  sale 
of  coals.  It  is  true  that,  by  matters  extrinsic,  such  as  those  suggested 
for  the  defendant,  supposing  them  all  to  concur,  the  reservation  might 
become  an  ingredient,  in  the  creation  of  such  a  monopoly.  But  it  is  a 
maxim,  that  in  jure  proxima  non  remota  spectantur ;  and  the  possi- 
bility or  probability  of  facts,  that  may  or  may  not  happen,  or  have 
happened,  can  form  no  ground  for  adjudging  a  provision  void,  which  in 
itself  has  no  indication  of  such  consequences.  No  case  like  the  present, 
in  any  degree,  was  cited;  nor  any  authority,  showing  that  a  mere 
reservation  like  this  is  within  the  statute.  It  is  not  within  the  defini- 
tion of  a  monopoly,  as  given  in  Gomyn  and  by  Lord  Coke  (6).  It  is 
not  like  any  one  of  the  instances  there  given,  or  mentioned  in  Bacon^ 
title  Monopoly.  Neither  does  the  statute,  having  regard  to  the  offences 
there  enumerated,  appear  to  contemplate  any  such  case  as  this.  The 
things  prohibited  are — ^all  monopolies — (but  this  is  not  in  itself,  pretended 
to  be  a  monopoly)  all  grants  of  or  for  the  sole  buying,  seUing,  or  making 
of  anythingy — ^and  all  matters  any  way  tending  to  the  instituting  or 
farthering  of  the  same.  The  latter  portion  of  the  enactment  is  that 
relied  on.  The  argument  is,  that  therefore  the  Crown  must  either 
grant  all  its  land  or  none.  If  it  grants,  it  can  reserve  nothing,  if  not 
coals,  why  timber  ?  This  construction,*  we  clearly  conceive,  would  be 
a  forced  one,  doing  violence  to  the  intention.  That  intention  plainly 
was,  to  enable  every  man  to  trade  unreservedly  with  his  own  property  ; 
and  to  be,  in  respect  of  that  property,  ori  an  equal  footing  with  others, 
But  the  eflTect  we  are  asked  to  give  the  Act  is,  to  enable  men  to  acquire 
property  not  their  own ;  not  to  restrain  the  Crown  from  intermeddling 
with  the  rights  of  others,  but  from  dealing  with  and  disposing  of  its 
own  rights  :  to  hold,  in  short,  that  (lest  a  monopoly  might  incidentally 
be  created)  because  the  Crown  grants  or  may  grant  coals  to  one  man, 
therefore,  it  shall  and  must  grant  them  also  to  all  men. 

The  fifth  and  sixth  heads  of  objection  may  be  most  conveniently  con- 
sidered next  in  order.  They  amount  to  this :  that  by  the  clause  in  question, 

.      (6)  11  Rep.  86. 
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1847.        not  coals  or  veins  of  coal  were  intended,  bot  mines  of  coal  onlj,  not 


Attorkby-  then  opened  ;  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  not  the  subject  of  "  Intra- 
GsRBLAx.  3^0^  „ .  ^^  that  the  term  used  implies  and  amoouts  to  a  rmrtatm. 
Browk.      and  no  more ;  that  the  veins  of  coal,  in  shorty  are  not  excepted  from 

Sitphen  C.J.  the  Grant,  but  a  right  only  is  reserved,  of  digging  for  and  taking  them. 
It  was  asked,  if  coab  were  excepted,  were  not  all  parts  of  the  buid 
required  for  ways,  excepted )  In  like  manner,  the  stone  and  timber 
required  for  public  purposes?  Such  exceptions  would  be  vend  for 
uncertainty ;  or,  if  held  strictly  to  be  such,  what  part  oi  the  laiui 
passed  ?  The  Judge's  charge  was  complained  of,  as  tending  to  confouad 
technical  terms.  But  technical  terms,  it  was  insisted,  should  nc&n  a 
technical  construction.  Finally,  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  Gnut 
was  referred  to,  for  rendering  the  whole  void,  on  breach  of  any  of  the 
conditions  or  provisos ;  a  clause  which  showed,  it  was  said,  that  the 
remedy  contemplated  was  by  entry,  for  condition  broken ;  and  so,  that 
an  Office  was  necessary  to  find  such  breach.  The  defendant's  conaeA 
cited  Burton's  Compendium^  title  Mines;  Plowd.  339,  213;  1  S^« 
Touch,  96,  and  the  title  Exception,  passim ;  Com,  Dig.  Prerog.  D.  73 ; 
Earl  of  Cardigan  v,  Armitage  (7) ;  Co.  Lit  47.  b  and  54 ;  Norway  r. 
Jdoux  (8)  ;  Seaman  v.  Vaunirey,  (9) ;  and  Doe  v.  Wood  (10).  It  was 
answered  for  the  Crown,  that  the  word  ^'  mine  "  was  susceptible  of  tvo 
meanings ;  the  adoption  of  either  of  which,  was  to  be  determined  by 
the  nature  of  the  thing :  that  might  mean  certainly  a  mere  right;  hot 
it  meant  also,  or  might  equally  mean,  the  soil ;  that  in  Shepparfs  TssA- 
stone,  the  word  was,  in  some  cases,  used  indifferently,  in  each  aenae; 
and  that  here,  the  whole  of  the  proviso  being  taken  together,  it  was  plain 
an  exception  was  intended 

To  the  questions  asked  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  respecting  the 
extensive  and  widely  ranging  terms,  in  which  the  Crown  had  couched 
its  various  reservations,  it  may  be  difficult  to  give  a  satisfactoiy  reply- 
But  the  points  to  be  determined  by  us,  are  independent  of  them.  ^^ 
have  to  say,  merely,  whether  veins  of  coal  are  excepted  from  the  grant; 
and  we  think  that  they  are.  By  that  instrument  the  Crown  granted 
certain  land ;  reserving  to  itself,  however,  all  mines  of  coals  and  the  light 
of  searching  for,  and  digging,  and  carrying  away  the  same.  What  can 
this  reasonably  be  understood  to  mean,  but  that  all  strata  of  coal  weie 
reserved;  whether  then  dug  into  or  not?  If  then  opened,  the  reserved 
mines  need  not  have  been  searched  for ;  nor  need  power  have  been 

(7)  2  B.  &  C.  197,  205.  (8)  19  Vea.  166.  (9)  16  Vea.  390. 

KIO)  2  R  &  Aid.  738, 


SUPREME    COURT   CASES.  828 

reserved,  to  dig  into  as  well  as  search  for  them.     And  ''  coal  hidden  in         1847. 


the  earth  and  not  open/'  is  expressly  mentioned  in  Co.  Lit,  (53  b.)  as  a    Attobnet- 
min&     Then,  as  to  their  being  excepted.     The  veins  and  strata  of  coal     Gbnebal 
formed  part  of  the  land,  and  were  clearly  not  meant  to  be  granted.     .Bbowk. 
The  word  "  reserving "  is,  no  doubt  the  only  term  of  exclusion  used ;  Stephen  C.J. 
but  it  is  where  the  sense  requires  it,  and  an  apt  word  for  that  purpose. 
Oo.  Lit.  143a.  1  Shep,  Touch,^  by  Preston,  78.    The  coal,  therefore,  never 
passed  to  the  defendant.     It  was  a  part  of  the  land,  and  severable  from 
the  land ;  and,  as  a  corporeal  hereditament,  remaining  in  the  Crown, 
was  properly  the  subject  of  an  information  of  intrusion.     (  Wilkinson  v. 
Proud  (11);  Harris  r.  Ryding  (12),  added  judgment  of  Parke  b).     There 
was  here  no  Office  necessary ;  for  the  right  is  not  founded,  as  was 
suggested,  on  the  breach  of  a  condition,  but  on  an  intrusion  into  soil, 
always  the  property  of  the  Crown. 

The  seventh  objection,  to  which  much  time  was  devoted  on  the 
argument,  remains;  that  the  Crown  cannot  make  reservations  of  this 
natare :  that  to  do  so,  is  to  create  a  tenure  by  uncei'tain  services  ;  which 
is  contrary  to  the  statute  of  12  Car.  If,  c.  24,  for  abolishing  all  tenures 
by  Knight's  service,  or  other  than  in  free  of  common  socage.  It  was 
maintained,  that  all  titles  here  were  allodial :  the  reservation  of  a 
quit-rent  in  grants  was  commented  on,  as  a  tax  without  authority  of 
Parliament;  and  certain  statutes  were  referred  to,  of  the  reigns  of 
Henry  VIIIj  and  Elizabeth,  to  show  that  the  power  of  the  Crown  to 
make  reservations,  even  at  that  time,  was  doubtful.  We  need  not 
travel  back  with  the  learned  counsel,  to  the  middle  ages,  or  the  period 
of  the  Norman  Conquest,  to  find  materials  for  the  disposal  of  these 
topics.  As  to  the  statutes  (35  Hen.  VIIT,  c.  14,-37  Hen.  VIII, 
c.  20, — and  35  Eliz.,  c.  3,)  we  have  looked  into  them ;  and  they  have  no 
bearing  on  the  question.  By  the  27  Hen.  VIII,  c.  28,  passed  for  the 
more  effectual  vesting  in  the  Crown  of  particular  monasteries,  and  otlier 
religious  houses  the  king  was  restrained  from  granting  any  of  their 
lands,  except  under  certain  reservations.  These,  or  rather  the  tenure  of 
Knights'  service,  with  which  they  are  accompanied,  being  found  oppres- 
sive, the  35  Hen.  VIII,  was  passed  to  enable  the  Crown  to  release 
thon.  By  the  37  Hen.  VIII,  further  relaxations  were  introduced,  by 
abolishing,  in  certam  cases,  the  tenui-e  of  Knights'  service  and  its 
incidents,  and  converting  the  estates  into  tenures  in  socage,  by  the 
service  of  fealty  only.  The  35  Eliz.  contains  no  provision,  respecting 
either  tenures  or  reservations,  hut  was  passed  merely  for  confirmation  of 

(11)  11  M.  ft  W.  33.        (12)  5  M.  ft  W.  76. 
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1847.  the  Crown's  title,  and  that  of  its  grantees,  notwithstanding  defects  in 
Attornbt-  surrenders,  or  the  King's  want  of  possession,  prior  to  the  grants.  With 
General  ^y^^  reservation  of  a  quit-rent,  we  have  in  this  case  nothing  to  do.  It 
Brown,  may  be  valid  or  void,  or  its  appropriation  misconceived  and  iUegal 
Stephen  C.J.  without  touching  the  questions  at  issue.  If  it  be  a  service,  it  is  at  all 
events  a  certain  service ;  and  there  is  nothing  inconsistent^  in  anj 
degree,  with  such  a  service,  and  the  tenure  of  free  and  common  soca^ 
Then  as  to  the  enjoyment  of  land  here  being  allodial ;  and,  therefore, 
that  nothing  can  be  reserved.  There  are  two  answers  to  this,  and  they 
have  already  been  given.  First,  the  title  to  lands  in  this  colony  is  in 
the  Crown ;  equally  on  constitutional  principles,  as  by  the  adaption  of 
the  feudal  fiction.  Such  a  title,  on  either  ground,  is  fatal  to  the  idet 
of  the  attodiutn.  Whether  the  term  implies  a  property  acquired  by  H 
or  a  conquest,  or  one  left  in  the  occupation  of  the  ancient  owners,  (that 
is,  of  the  aboriginal  inhabitants,  see  Stepk,  Com,  title  Tenures,  and  the 
authorities  there  cited,)  it  equally  rejects  the  supposition  of  a  title,  in 
or  from  the  Sovereign.  The  objection,  therefore,  is  only  another  mode 
of  disputing  that  title.  We  understood  the  defendant's  counsel,  indeed, 
to  admit, — though  in  this  we  may  have  been  mistaken, — that  there 
might  be  the  reservation  in  a  Grant,  of  fealty,  though  of  nothing  else. 
Fealty,  however,  is  a  service,  and  necessarily  implies  tenure :  whereas, 
to  enjoy  allodially  is  to  hold  of  no  one.  But>  secondly,  the  objection 
fails,  because  here,  (as  to  the  matter  in  question,)  there  was  no  reser- 
vation, but  simply  a  thing  excluded.  A  rent  is  necessarily  a  thing 
reserved ;  so  is  any  service  to  be  rendered ;  so  is  a  right  of  way.  So 
would  be  the  right,  unquestionably,  of  taking  the  produce  of  a  granted 
mine.  But  in  this  case  no  mine  was  granted.  Instead  of  granting  the 
land,  and  all  that  was  under  the  land,  the  Queen  granted  the  surface 
only,  and  not  the  coals  which  were  under  the  surface.  All  that  the 
defendant  had,  therefore,  he  might  have  enjoyed  allodially,  and  the 
objection  as  to  tenure  is  at  an  end. 

Let  us  consider  then,  what  difference  is  made  in  this  respect,  by  the 
statute  of  Charles.  It  is  agreed  on  all  hands,  that  tenures  of  the  Crown 
in  capite^  (notwithstanding  the  introduction  of  those  words,  as  Mr 
Hargrave  says  by  mistake,  Co.  Lit.  108,  a  5)  were  not  abolished;  hut 
only  the  tenure  by  Knight's  service,  and  the  various  exactions,  and 
uncertain  services,  which  attended  that  tenure.  All  tenui-es,  thencefor- 
ward, were  converted  into  free  and  common  socage  tenure.  But  this 
may  bo  of  the  Crown,  as  the  statute  itself  shows  ;  and  it  is  then,  neces- 
sarily, a  holding  in  cajnte  of  the'Crown.  And  that  it  may  and  does  exist, 
with  reservations,  such  as  of  feality  and  rent,  or  feality  and  honorary 
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or  other  services,  (provided  they  were  certain  and  defined)  is  a  position        1847. 
which  scarcely  requires  a  reference  to  sustain  it.     ( Wright^ a  Tenures^    Attorney* 
160;  LiUy  8.  117,  118,  and  1  SUph.  Com,  173,  192,  198.)     We  must     Oknebal 
frankly  say,  however,  that  to  such  reservations  as  those  which  we      Brown. 
have  been  considering  in  this  case,  the  statute  of  12  Car.  II  appears  to  Stephen  C.J, 
us  to  have  no  manner  of  application.  What  resemblance  exists,  between 
services  to  be  rendered  by  a  grantee,  in  return  for  land  granted,  and 
things  simply  omitted  to  be  granted,  but  retained  for  himself  by  the 
grantor,  we  have  been  quite  unable  to  discover.     Every  aervicCf  certain 
or  uncertain,  must  be  something  the  property  of  the  tenant,  rendered 
by  the  tenant.     But  the  coals,  and  timber,  and  ways,  mentioned  in  the 
Grant  in  this  case,  are  simply  matters  withheld',  and  not  only  is  the 
tenant  not  required  to  render  them,  but  (as  to  the  coals,  at  least),  they 
have  never  been  his  property  to  render. 

Two  other  points  were  mentioned  for  the  defendant,  though  not  much 
insisted  on,  which  it  may  perhaps  be  right  to  notice.  One  was,  that  the 
Crown  cannot  have  base  mines,  in  a  subject's  land.  If  it  was  meant  by 
this,  that  the  Crown  cannot  except  (or  in  other  words,  omit  to  grant) 
base  mines,  it  is  a  position  repugnant  to  reason,  and  unsupported  by  any 
authority.  There  is  a  passage,  indeed,  cited  in  Vin,  Ah,  Prerog.  B., 
from  Jenk,  277  pi.  99,  which  it  might  seem  at  first  to  go  that  length. 
The  expression  is,  that  the  Crown  ^'  can  have  no  other  mines ''  in  the 
lands  of  a  subject,  than  of  gold  or  silver.  But  it  is  clear,  from  the  con- 
text, that  diis  means  only  *'  by  prerogative.^^  And  the  case  of  the 
Stannaries  shows  (13)  that  anciently  the  King  had  all  the  tin  mines  in 
Cornwall  and  Devon,  to  whomsoever  the  land  belonged.  The  other 
point  respects,  merely,  the  damages.  The  objection  is,  that  the  infor- 
mation does  not  claim  any  damages ;  and  that,  therefore,  there  can  be 
no  judgment  for  them.  The  answer  is,  that  if  so,  the  Attorney-General 
may  remit  the  damages  on  the  record ;  and  the  only  judgment  against 
the  defendant  will  then  be  quod  convincatur.  It  would  seem,  however, 
that  as  an  information  of  intrusion  resembles  an  action  of  trespass, 
damages  are  recoverable  (at  least,  where  things  valuable  are  taken  away, 
see  Vin.  Ah,  Prerog.  sub-title  Intrusion)  whether  in  form  demanded  or 
not — ibid;  and  Ch.  Prer,  334,  Com.  Dig.  Prerog.  D.  77. 

We  have  thought  it  a  duty  to  go  thus  fully  into  the  question  raised 
in  this  case.  My  colleagues  and  myself  have  certainly  spared  no  pains 
to  arrive  at  a  sound  and  just  conclusion  on  them ;  and  our  unanimous 
judgment  is,  on  all  of  them  for  the  Crown.  The  defendant's  rule  for  a 
new  trial  will  therefore  be  discharged. 

(13)  12  Rep.  11. 
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*  Dividing  Fences-^O  Gto,  IV.,  2fo.  12 — Mortgagor,  oicner  tcithin  the  Ad 

jS^epAaiC.  J. 

1^^  Notice  having  been  given  under  the  Fences  Act,  9  Geo.   IV,  Na  12,  by  tbe 

Tkerry  J.  plaintiff  to  one  P.,  the  owner  of  an  adjoining  property,  mortgaged  to  tbe 
defendant,  to  erect  a  dividing  fence,  and  not  complied  with,  the  fence  was  erected 
by  the  plaintiff.  Held,  that  P.,  the  mortgagor,  was  owner  within  the  meamogof 
the  Act,  and  that  the  defendant,  although  as  mortgagee  technically  owner,  vm 
not  liable. 

Special  cabs  on  points  reserved  by  the  Commissioner  of  the  Court 
Requests.  The  action  had  been  brought  under  9  Geo.  IV,  No  12, 
to  recover  a  sum  of  money  alleged  to  be  due  for  the  erection  of  a 
dividing  fence.  The  Act  authorised  ^*  the  owner  or  owners  of  lao^ 
adjoining  or  abutting  upon  any  other  lands,  and  having  no  sufficioit 
dividing  fence,  to  require  by  writing  under  his,  her  or  their  hand  or 
hands,  the  owner  or  owners,  person  or  persons  legally  possessed  of  and 
holding  any  adjoining  lands,  <fec.,  to  make  or  repair  any  or  all  the 
dividing  fences,  dec.,"  to  the  extent  of  one-half,  and  in  theev^tofa 
neglect  to  do  so,  to  complete  the  whole  himself,  and  to  recover  a  moiety 
of  the  expense  from  the  said  adjoining  owner.  The  plaintiff  in  this 
suit)  who  held  the  estate  of  Bankdown,  had  given  notice  to  Mr.  John 
PipeTy  the  person  then  in  possession  of  Holloway  Bank,  an  adjoining 
estate,  and  the  latter  not  having  taken  any  step  for  the  erection  of  a 
fence,  the  plcdntiff  had  erected  it  himself,  and  now  sought  to  recover  a 
moiety  of  the  expense.  The  defendant,  who  was  the  mortgagee,  v*s 
absent  from  the  colony  when  the  notice  was  served  upon  Mr.  -Ptpw", 
as  mortgagor  in  possession  ;  but,  upon  the  subsequent  insolvency  of  the 
latter,  the  defendant  took  possession,  and  had  since  disposed  of  the 
land  to  a  Mr.  SuUor,  The  points  reserved  by  the  Commissioner  were, 
whether  the  service  of  notice  on  the  mortgagor  in  possession  could  be 
deemed  sufficient,  and  whether  the  defendant  as  mortgagee  coold  he 
considered  as  owner  of  the  land  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act.  The  ve^ 
diet  was  for  the  plaintiff  for  £20  9s.,  subject  to  the  decision  of  the 
Court  on  the  points  reserved. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Aag.  1,  1846. 
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MiehxCy  for  the  plaintiff.  The  mortgagor  in  possesson  is  but  tenant- 
at-will,  and  notice  on  such  must  be  sufficient.  The  defendant  is 
estopped  from  denying  his  liabilities  because  he  sold  to  Suitor  at  a 
valuation,  which  included  the  improvements. 

Foster^  for  the  defendant,  was  not  called  on. 

The  Coubt  was  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  was  not  legally  the 
owner  within  the  meaning  of  Uie  Act  referred  to.  The  notice  had 
been  served  upon  the  mortgagor  in  possession,  as  a  notice  to  himself,  and 
as  he  was  the  person  beneficially  interested  at  the  time,  it  was  to  him  that 
the  plaintiff  must  look.  The  defendant,  as  the  mortgagee,  although 
technically  speaking  the  owner  of  the  estate,  was  not  the  real  owner  of 
it,  so  as  to  be  beneficially  interested  in  the  improvement  proposed  to  be 
effected ;  for  the  equity  of  redemption  remained  in  the  mortgagor, 
■who  might  at  any  time  have  paid  off  the  money  secured,  and  resumed 
possession;  although  the  defendant  afterwards  became  the  absolute 
owner  of  the  property,  that  in  fact  would  not  render  him  more  liable  to 
pay  a  portion  of  the  previous  expenditure. 


1846. 


RODD 
V. 

Campbell. 

« 

The  Court, 


Judgment  for  the  defendant 
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LYONS  r.  ELYARD.  (1) 


^^9'  6.  Trover— Arrest  of  Vessel  by  Marshall— Plea  ''not  Possessed"— Conrtrwm. 


St^}Ke»  0.  J. 

Dickinson  J. 

and 

Therry  J. 


The  arrest  of  a  vessel  by  an  officer  of  the  Vice- Admiralty  Court,  where  there  is 
a  concurrent  possession  by  the  owner,  is  not  a  conversion. 

In  an  action  of  trover  against  the  Marshall  for  the  above  arrest^  held,  ihst  not- 
withstanding there  was  no  conversion,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict,  with 
nominal  damages,  on  the  issues  arising  from  the  special  plea  of  justification  and 
the  plea  of  "  not  possessed,"  no  evidence  having  been  given  by  the  defendant  on 
the  point. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover,  which  had  been  tried  before  the  Chief 
JtisHcCy  on  which  occasion  there  was  a  general  verdict  for  the  defendant^ 
and  the  plaintiff  now  applied  for  a  new  trial.  The  trespass  complAmed 
of  was  the  taking  possession  and  retention  by  the  defendant  of  the 
whaling  barque  Janey  which  was  the  property  of  the  former.  The 
seizure  had  been  made  by  the  defendant  as  Marshall  of  the  Tioe- 
Admiralty  Court,  and  a  bailiff  remained  on  board  the  vessel  upon  his 
behalf  up  to  the  time  of  her  leaving  the  port.  During  the  whole  of  this 
time,  however,  the  plaintiff  had  exercised  his  right  of  ownership  over 
the  vessel,  so  far  as  to  put  her  in  repair  and  prepare  her  for  sea,  and 
the  ship  was  sent  to  sea  despite  the  protest  made  by  the  bailiff,  who 
was  carried  away  in  her  as  far  as  the  Heads.  The  defendant  had  justi- 
fied the  retention  of  the  vessel  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  acted  hy 
lawful  authority,  &c. 

On  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  it  was  held  by  the  Chief  Jus^<^i 
after  argument,  that  the  plaintiff  must  be  nonsuited,  inasmuch  as  there 
was  no  evidence  of  conversion  to  go  to  the  jury.  The  plaintiff's  counsel 
refused  to  be  nonsuited,  and  the  jury  on  his  Honor's  direction  found  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant. 

The  principal  grounds  of  the  present  application  were,  first,  that  there 
ought  to  have  been  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  issue  arising  out  of 
the  plea  of  justification,  inasmuch  as  this  issue  lay  upon  the  defendant, 
who  had  given  no  evidence  upon  it,  and  second,  that  there  was  evidence 
of  conversion. 

Foster  and  DarvaU  for  the  plaintiff. 
Windeyer  and  Broadhurst  for  the  defendant. 

(I)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Aug.  7,  1846. 
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The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  must  be  sustained.  The 
arrest  of  the  vessel  by  an  officer  of  the  Vice- Admiralty  Court  was  not 
strictly  a  conversion ;  a  conversion  being  a  taking  of  the  plaintiff's  pro- 
perty,  and  an  appropriation  of  that  property  to  the  use  of  the  defendant. 
There  could  be  no  conversion  where  there  was  a  concurrent  possession 
in  the  plaintiff,  as  there  had  been  in  the  present  case,  for  there  had 
been  no  taking  of  the  ship  inconsistent  with  the  owner's  right  of  posses* 
sion,  but  a  mere  assertion  of  the  defendant's  right  or  that  of  his  agent 
to  remain  on  board  until  certain  fees  were  paid,  or  some  other  condition 
was  complied  with.  Upon  the  issues  which  arose  from  the  special  plea 
and  the  plea  of  not  possessed,  a  verdict  must,  however,  be  entered  for 
the  plaintiff  with  nominal  damago^. 

Order  accordingly. 


lS4a. 


Lyons 

V, 

Elyard. 
The  CoxiH. 
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Oct.  26. 

Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J. 

and 

TherryJ. 


HATFIELD  v,  ALFORD.  (1) 

EMoppd — Denial  of  lessor's  title  by  lessee— Paramount  title— Eviction  of  liMt" 
Colltunon — Presumption  in  favour  of  the  Croim  gnxnt — Statvtes  of  LimittUioni^ 
21  Joe,  I,  c.  16-^  and  4  WUL  IV.  c.  27—21  Joe.  I,  c  14. 

The  defendant,  having  been  in  poeaession  of  certain  land  since  1821,  in  January, 
1844,  leased  it  to  the  plaintiff;  a  grant  from  the  Crown  of  the  same  land  had, 
however,  iasoed  to  one  S.  L.  in  1831.  The  plaintiff  being  threatened  with  eTictkn 
by  J.  L.,  heir  of  S.  L.,  the  grantee,  accepted  a  lease  of  the  premises  from  J.  L  in 
October,  1844,  and,  on  the  defendant  distraining  for  rent,  replevied  his  goods,  on 
which  the  defendant  avowed  and  the  plaintiff  pleaded  non-tenuit.  On  a  motioa 
for  a  new  trial,  the  verdict  having  been  for  the  plaintiff,  held, — 

The  plaintiff  was  not  estopped  from  denying  his  tenancy  under  the  defendant 

A  tenant  cannot  deny  that  the  person  by  whom  he  was  let  into  possesrion  had 
title  at  that  time,  unless  by  a  plea  averring  an  eviction  by  title  paramount  A 
tenant  may  not  show  that  his  lessor^s  title  is  determined,  unless  the  plea  diadoMs 
a  similar  eviction  in  consequence  of  that  determination. 

The  tenant  need  not  prove  an  actual  eviction  by  legal  process  or  otherwise,  pro* 
vided  his  new  holding  be  bondjide,  and  there  be  no  collusion. 

Bare  possession  in  a  subject  cannot,  as  against  the  Crown,  with  respect  to  lands 
in  this  colony,  be  taken  to  afford  any  presumption  of  title.  The  ten  years  pooes. 
sion  of  the  defendant  would  not  have  been  sufficient  to  exempt  him  from  pleadag 
his  title  specially  on  intrusion  brought,  even  under  21  Jac.  I  c.  14  (but,  semble,  tha 
statute  is  not  in  force  here). 

The  defendant  could  derive  no  benefit  from  his  twenty-three  years  poBsesnoa 
under  3  and  4  Will.  IV  c.  27,  since  the  Crown  was  not  bound  by  the  statate,  and 
the  first  ten  years*  possession  was  therefore  inoperative. 

The  making  of  a  grant  raises  a  presumption  in  favour  of  the  Grown. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial.  The  facts  and  argument  are  shortly  set  out 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Chief  Justice,  and  more  fully  in  that  of  His 
Honor,  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson. 

Windeyer,  for  the  plaintiff'. 

Foster,  for  the  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  separately  as  follows  :— 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  was  an  action  of  replevin,  tried  befow 
His  Honor  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson  in  November  last.  The  defendant 
avowed,  in  the  usual  form,  as  landlord  of  the  plaintiff,  for  rent  in  arrear, 
and  to  this  the  plaintiff  pleaded  non  tenuit,  in  other  words,  a  denial  of 
the  holding  or  enjoyment  under  the  defendant,  alleged  by  him. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  October  27th,  1846.      Cited  2  S,C.R.,  App.  4 ; 

and3S.C.R.  24. 
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At  the  trialy  the  facts  (stated  shortly)  appeared  to  be  the  fi^lowing  :        1846. 
The  plaintiff  was  let  into  possession  of  the  land,  unquestionably  by  the  ^^axfield"^ 
defendant^  and  enjoyed  it  as  the  latter's  tenant,  without  dispute,  for  some  ^'• 


months.  At  the  expiration  of  that  time,  however  (the  term  of  lease 
from  the  defendant  still  subsisting),  one  John  Levey  claimed  the  land 
as  heir  of  Solomon  Levey,  to  whom  it  had  been  granted  in  1831  by  the 
Crown,  put  in  a  distress  on  the  plaintiff  as  for  rent  due  to  himself.  Bent 
was  then  in  fact  due  under  the  lease  from  Afford,  for  the  amount  of 
which  the  latter  also  had  distrained.  In  this  state  of  things  the  plain- 
tiff quitted  the  farm  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  Levey,  of  whose  claim 
(though  not,  so  far  as  I  collect  from  the  plaintid),  the  defendant  had 
notice.  He  was  absent  two  days ;  during  which,  it  seems,  he  came  to 
some  arrangement  with  Levey,  recognising  the  latter's  title.  In  fact,  the 
plaintiff  had  in  the  interval  accepted  from  Levey  a  lease  for  another  term 
and  at  a  lower  rent.  On  his  return,  the  plaintiff  paid  the  defendant  the 
rent  due  up  to  that  date,  and  henceforward  it  is  certain  that  he  con- 
sidered himself  tenant  to  Levey  only.  On  the  next  quarter  falling  due, 
however,  under  the  original  demise,  the  defendant  distrained,  aud  for 
the  purpose  of  trying  his  right  to  make  that  distress,  under  the  circum- 
stances, the  present  action  was  brought.  The  jury,  after  a  direction 
from  the  judge,  to  which  I  shall  presently  address  myself,  found  for  the 
plaintiff: 

It  will  be  unnecessary  for  me,  in  this  place,  to  state  the  facts  more 
fully,  because  they  are  connectedly  detailed  in  the  judgment  of  my 
learned  colleague,  which  I  have  requested  him  to  deliver,  and  by  which 
I  shall  be  followed.  Neither  do  I  conceive  it  to  be  necessary  to  enter 
into  a  particular  examination  of  the  numerous  cases,  which  the  industry 
of  the  defendant's  counsel,  Mr.  Fisher,  in  his  very  able  argument  last 
term,  on  moving  for  a  new  trial,  submitted  to  us.  I  think  it  sufficient 
to  notice  some  of  these  cases  merely.  At  the  time  of  the  argument,  I 
must  confess  that  I  was  of  opinion  with  the  defendant.  I  certainly  then 
thought  that  on  the  main  point  in  contest  the  direction  complained  of 
was  mist-aken,  and  that,  as  there  was  no  evidence  of  an  actual  eviction, 
the  verdict  was  wrong.  The  direction  was,  in  substance,  that  actual 
eviction  was  not  necessary  ;  but  that  if  there  was  a  better  title  in  Levey, 
which  he  could  have  enforced  by  ejectment,  a  threat  of  eviction  made 
without  collusion,  and  bond  fide  submitted  to  by  a  new  holding,  was 
sofEcient  That  proposition  appears,  at  first  sight,  a  startling  one ;  but 
mature  reflection,  and  a  careful  examination  of  the  authorities,  have 
satisfied  me  that  it  is  correct  Whether  a  better  title  existed,  which 
coald  have  been  so  enforced,  and  whether  there  was  collusion,  are 
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Haitisld  ^^®  plaintiff,  I  am  of  opinion,  first,  that  the  facts  here  we  reproperlj 

.    ^*  received  in  evidence  on  the  issue  taken ;  and,   secondly,  that  thej 


Stephen  C.J, 


constituted  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  action,  in  point  of  law. 

The  question  on  that  issue  is  (not  in  this  case  only,  but  in  eveiy  ofcher 
where  nan  tennit  is  pleaded),  whether  the  plaintiff  held  and  enjoyed  the 
land  during  the  period  in  respect  of  which  the  distress  was  made,  as 
tenant  to  the  defendant.  If  the  plaintiff  can  show  that  he  did  not  so 
hold  or  enjoy,  and  was  not  prevented  by  any  act  or  omission  of  his  own 
from  so  enjoying,  and  if  he  does  show  those  facts,  the  issue  mast  be 
found  for  him.  But,  in  some  cases  (and,  indeed,  such  is  the  general 
rule),  where  the  plaintiff  has  come  in  under  the  defendant,  he  is  not 
permitted  to  deny  that  he  did  so  hold  or  enjoy.  Where  he  has  entered 
on  the  land,  as  tenant  to  the  defendant,  and  continued  to  enjoy  it,  or 
has  continued  in  a  position  to  enjoy  it,  but  for  his  own  act  or  de&nit, 
he  is  estopped  from  asserting  that  he  enjoyed  or  held  otherwise  than 
such  tenant.  The  question  is,  however,  one  of  estoppel;  not  of  plead- 
ing. In  every  case  where  the  plaintiff  in  replevin  may  deny  his 
tenancy,  he  does  so  most  naturally,  as  it  seems  to  me,  under  this  form 
of  issue ;  and  I  can  discover  no  reason  for  a  resort  to  any  other.  We 
come  then  to  the  question,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  from  deny- 
ing his  continued  holding  in  a  case  of  this  kind.  Kow,  there  is  no 
authority,  among  the  many  cited — certainly  no  distinct  or  dear 
authority — for  so  determining.  It  will  be  found,  in  every  case  in 
which  the  original  landlord's  right  prevailed,  either  that  the  t^iant 
continued  in  fact  to  enjoy  under  the  first  holding,  or  in  consequence  of 
such  holding,  or  that  he  might  have  continued  so  to  enjoy  but  for  his 
own  default.  There  is  no  case  in  which  a  party  who  has  ceased  to 
enjoy  under  or  by  reason  of  Iiis  original  holding,  without  any  act  oT 
default  of  his  own,  has  been  estopped  from  exposing  his  landlord's  title, 
whether  he  has  been  evicted  or  not.  If  such  a  case  exist,  at  least  it 
has  not  been  cited ;  nor  have  any  of  us  been  able  to  discover  it  I' 
there  be  collusion,  that  is  an  act  or  default  of  the  tenant,  within  the 
terms  of  the  rule  stated ;  if  there  be  no  bond  fide  adverse  claim,  enforced 
or  sought  to  be  enforced,  or  there  be  no  new  holding  thereupon  under 
the  claimant,  the  tenant  will  be  taken  to  continue  on  his  first  holding, 
or  to  enjoy  in  consequence  of  that  holding.  If  the  title  of  the  new 
landlord  be  defective,  the  tenant  submits  to  it  at  his  peril  In  that 
case  he  might  have  continued  to  enjoy,  and  he  may  fairly  be  considered 
to  have  enjoyed,  under  his  first  landlord.  But  if  an  adverse  and 
enforcible  claim  be  made,  and  of  necessity  submitted  to,  and  a  nev 
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holding  thereupon  be  entered  on,  I  find  no  authority  which  decides         ISiff, 

(though  there  are  strong  expressions  in  some  of  the  cases  having  that  Hatfield"^ 

tendency)  that  the  tenant  shall  nevertheless   be  bound   to   his  first       .    ^* 

'  Alfoed. 


holding ;  and  I  will  add,  I  think  there  would  be  great  injustice  in  such  a 
decision. 

It  was  insisted  that,  where  a  landlord's  title  was  sought  to  be 
impeached,  at  and  from  its  commencement,  there  must  at  least  be 
actual  eviction.  Let  us  then  examine  the  cases.  Now,  Doe  v.  Barton 
(2),  was  not  the  case  of  an  eviction,  but  of  a  lease  by  a  mortgagor,  after 
the  mortgage,  and  demand  by  the  mortgagee,  acquiesced  in  by  the 
tenant,  to  pay  the  rent  to  him.  There  was  no  new  lease ;  but  a  deter- 
mination of  the  first  landlord's  right,  by  notice  from  the  mortgagee. 
The  action  was  by  a  second  mortgagee,  whose  title  had  been  acknow- 
ledged by  the  tenant,  in  ignorance  of  the  prior  mortgagee,  and  who  had 
let  a  portion  of  the  premises,  himself,  to  one  of  the  defendants :  and 
the  Court  held  that  each  tenant  was  at  liberty  to  show  those  facts  in 
answer  to  the  action.  It  was  certainly  considered,  in  that  case,  that 
the  landlord's  title  at  the  time  of  the  letting^  was  not  disputed  by  such  a 
defence,  but  that  the  facts  were  admissible,  merely,  to  show  its  nature 
and  extent.  And  a  doubt  was  expressed  whether  they  could  have  been 
received,  on  behalf  of  the  mortgagor's  tenant,  in  answer  to  an  ejectment 
against  him,  by  the  mortgagor  himself.  The  case,  however,  as  I  have 
observed,  was  not  one  of  eviction.  The  tenants  held,  if  not  under  their 
former  tenantcy,  yet  in  pursuance  of  it.  But  the  Court  thought  it 
absurd  in  such  a  case,  to  require  from  the  mortgagee,  the  only  person 
really  having  title,  the  form  of  a  previous  ejectment.  In  Gouldsworth 
V.  Knights  (3),  the  Court  of  Exchequer  acquiesce  in  that  view  of  the 
matter,  by  observing  that  the  notice  from  the  first  mortgagee  was 
equivalent  to  eviction.  In  the  last-mentioned  case,  however,  the  tenant 
continued  to  enjoy  under  or  in  consequence  of  his  first  holding,  and  on 
that  principle,  as  I  conceive,  he  was  not  permitted  to  show,  that  the 
persons  to  whom  he  owed  that  enjoyment  had  no  title.  On  the  same 
principle  nil  habuit  in  tenenientis  is  no  plea,  to  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation,  CurtU  v,  Spitty  (4).  The  decision  in  Doe  d.  Knight  v, 
Smythe  (5),  that  a  tenant  cannot,  by  disclaiming  his  landlord,  enable 
another  to  assume  that  character,  so  as  to  entitle  the  latter  to  defend 
an  ejectment,  brought  against  him  by  that  landlord,  appears  to  me  to 
rest  on  the  same  principla     It  was  there  said,  that  neither  the  tenant, 

(2)  11  A.  k  E.  312.  (3)  11  M.  k  W.  343.  (4)  1  Bing.  N.C.  17. 

(5)  4  M.  k  S.  3i7. 
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1846.        nor  any  one  claiming  by  him,  can  controvert  his  landlord's  title,  and 

Uatfiblo     that  he  cannot  put  another  person  in  poasession,  but  must  deliver  np 

Alford       ^^  premises  to  the  landlord  from  whom  he  took  them.     All  these  posi- 

^     ,     ^  .    tions  may  be  conceded.    In  that  case,  the  tenant  remained  in  possession, 

and  enjoyed  it,  notwithstanding  his  disclaimer,  under  the  landl(N:d  who 

put  him  there.     No  eviction,  no  threat,  no  demand  was  shown,  but  be 

appears  voluntarily  to   have  elected  a  new  landlord,  withont  eTen 

a  new  holding.     He  might  have  restored  the  possession  to  his  landlord, 

and  he  did  not.     The  decision  is  therefore  intelligible ;  but  the  case  is 

no  authority  for  holding  that  a  tenant  who  has  not  that  opportunity  is 

therefore  without  remedy.      Yet  the  argument  amounts  to  this,  or 

nothing.    A  tenant  must  submit  to  an  abandonment  of  his  home,  or  to 

have  it  rendered  useless  by  repeated  entries  and  intrusions  by  the  party 

really  entitled,  rather  Uian  accept  the  security  of  a  title  opposed  to 

that  of  the  person  by  whom  he  has  been  deceived.     It  was  admitted, 

that  actual  eviction  may  be  an  answer,  and  in  Hopcrafi  r.  Ke^^ 

actual  eviction  certainly  was  shown.     But  what  is  the  principle  of  the 

decision  in  that  case  ?    I  conceive  it  to  be,  that  the  tenant  there  was 

not  in  possession,  either  under  his  first  holding,  or  in  consequence  of  it, 

and  neither  enjoyed,  nor  could  by  any  act  of  his  have  enjoyed,  under 

that  holding.     Where  there  is  collusion,  this  cannot  be  truly  asserted. 

The  tenant  who  voluntarily  renounces  his  landlord,  can  scarcely  be  said 

to  have  done  no  act  precluding  himself  from  enjoying  as  his  tenant 

But  a  tenant  is  not  bound  to  contest  a  right  of  entry,  as  the  case  hist 

cited   shows,   and   one  of  the  Judges  expressly  says.     If  so,  what 

difference  on  principle  is  there,  between  the  owners  actually  enterin|5 

and   evicting,   and   his  entering,    with   lawful  right    so  to  do,  and 

threatening  to  evict?     I   conceive  that,   substantially,   there  is  no 

difference.     I  confess,  indeed,  that  I  discover  no  substantial  difference 

(nothing  beyond  a  technicality)  between  a  tenant's  showing  the  expiry 

of  his  landlord's  title,  and  that  his  landlord  never  had  a  title.    In 

I/opcraft's  caae^  the  decision  is  put  on  the  former  ground.    But,  sub* 

stantially,  the  landlord  never  had  any  title.      He  was  in  possession, 

under  a  building  agreement  merely.     He  was  to  have  a  lease,  after 

completion  of  the  houses ;  but  they  never  were  completed  by  him ;  and, 

therefore,  after  a  stipulated  period  of  six  months,  the  owner  entered. 

According  to  that  case,  therefore,  no  greater  interest  in  the  landlord 

need  be  admitted,  than  lawful  possession  merely.     All  beyond  seems 

controvertible,  as  matter  of  expired  title.     I  need  not  enter,  however, 

into  that  point;  but  will  pass  on  to  other  casea     As  to  Doe  v.  Baj/^P 

(6)  9  Bing.  615. 
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(7)  tlie  only  point  there  was,  ni-hether  a  person  who  gets  possession  by  1846. 
lioenfle  from  a  tenant,  can  dispute  tliat  tenant's  right  to  possession*  Hatfield 
It  was  held  that  he  could  not :  but  that  he  was  himself  in  the  position  .  ^* 
of  a  tenant  to  such  tenant.  The  defendant  in  that  case  actually  enjoyed, 
under  the  party  whose  title  he  sought  to  impeach.  In  Doe  v.  Mills  (8) 
the  tenant  voluntarily  renounced  his  landlord,  and  gave  up  possession 
to  the  defendant  for  a  sum  of  money.  If  this  tenant  therefore  did  not 
enjoy,  it  was  his  own  default.  He  was  consequently  estopped,  on  the 
principle  which  I  have  explained,  from  denying  that  he  held  under  that 
landlord,  and  the  person  whom  he  brought  in  could  stand  in  no  better 
position.  But  the  question  is  >vhat  would  have  been  the  position  of  the 
tenant,  under  different  circumstances;  and  especially  had  his  possession 
been  actually  intruded  on,  by  a  pereon  shown  to  be  the  true  owner,  and 
manifesting  plainly  a  design  to  evict  him,  with  power  to  carry  out  that 
design  ?  In  BalU  v.  Wesiwoocl  (9)  the  same  principle  appears  as  in  the 
last  case.  The  landlord's  title  was  shown  to  have  expired,  and  the 
tenant  had  paid  rent  to  the  new  owner.  But  there  had  been  no  attempt 
to  evict,  and  there  was  no  new  holding.  It  was  not  permitted  to  the 
tenant,  therefore,  to  say  that  he  did  not  hold  of  the  landlord  under  whom 
he  came  into  possession.  In  Hall  v.  Butler  (10)  the  tenant  held  under 
one  Ifemtt,  who,  it  was  admitted,  had  no  title.  Nevitty  belie^g  the 
defendant  to  be  entitled,  so  informs  the  tenant,  who  then  agrees  to 
accept  the  defendant  as  landlord.  The  tenant  afterwards  pays  rent^  in 
fact,  to  the  defendant ;  and  it  was  held  that,  under  such  circumstances, 
he  could  not  show  title  in  another.  The  principle  there  applies : — ^There 
was  an  enjoyment^  either  under  the  holding  from  the  defendant,  or  in 
consequence  of  that  holding.  There  was,  as  was  observed  by  Patterttm^ 
J, J  no  evidence  of  any  attempt  to  eject  him.  He  clearly,  therefore,  could 
not  dispute  the  title  under  which  he  entered.  In  Taylor  v.  Zamira  (11) 
the  tenant  was  allowed  to  show  that  his  landlord  had  no  title,  although 
there  was  no  eviction.  The  land  was  charged  with  an  annuity,  by  a 
deed  long  anterior  to  any  title  in  the  landlord.  That  annuity  being  in 
arrear,  the  tenant  was  threatened  with  a  distress  if  he  did  not  pay  it. 
He  accordingly  did  pay  it,  and  the  Court  held  such  payment  under  the 
threat  to  be  an  answer  to  the  landlord's  claim  for  rent  That  case  tends 
strongly  to  show,  that  where  the  tenant  does  not  collude,  he  may  recog- 
nise a  title  adverse  to  that  of  his  landlord ;  and  that  eviction,  or  legal 
process,  is  not  a  preliminary  to  the  exercise  of  that  privilege.  But,  if 
the  landlord's  title  to  his  rent  may  be  defeated  by  an  enforceable  threat 

(7)  3  A.  &  E.  190.  (8)  2  A.  &  E.  20.  (9)  2  Camp.  11. 

(10)  10  A.  ft  £.  204.  (11)  6  Taunt.  524 
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1S46.         of  distress  under  a  title  paramount,  why  may  not  a  similar  threat  of 
Hatfield     e>'iction,  or  an  actual  entry,  evidently  with  intent  to  evict,  or  to  compel 
Alford       submission,  under  title  paramount,  equally  defeat  that  title  ] 

Stephen  C.J.  My  opinion  is,  on  the  best  consideration  which  I  can  give  this  question 
(certainly  one  of  much  difficulty),  that  such  a  threat  or  entry  by  a  party 
having  title  will  defeat  the  landlord.  The  impolicy  of  such  a  decision 
has  been  strongly  urged.  But,  guarded  as  the  terms  are  which  I  have 
used,  I  do  not  think  it  open  to  that  objection.  Collusion  is  excluded ; 
so  are  cases  of  defective  title  in  the  claimant ;  so  are  gratuitous  dis- 
claimers of  the  holding,  and  voluntary  surrenders  of  the  possession.  The 
hope  of  escaping  a  tenantcy  is  excluded,  for  there  must  be  a  bond  jvh 
new  holding.  Where  all  these  conditions  are  satisfied,  I  can  conceive 
no  reason  why  the  tenant  should  not  be  protected  by  law  in  his  posses- 
sion. To  abandon  it  to  his  landlord,  or  submit  to  the  certainty  of  being 
ejected  by  legal  process,  might  be  ruin.  But  resistance  might  as 
eflTectually  ruin  him  without  legal  process.  The  party  entitled  migbt 
enter  upon  him,  and  cut  down  his  fences,  or  consume  his  produce,  and 
he  would  be  without  remedy.  If  he  brought  trespass,  his  lease  would 
not  protect  him  ;  the  real  owner  could  plead  that  the  property  was  his 
own  freehold,  or  that  he  was  otherwise  entitled  to  possession.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  he  gave  up  the  property  to  his  landlord,  he  might  have 
to  forego  years  of  labour,  and  would  at  least  abandon  his  home,  with 
perhaps  no  prospect  of  compensation. 

I  see  nothing  in  this  case,  which  would  have  justified  a  direction  to 
the  jury,  to  find  collusion.  It  might  possibly  have  been  suspected,  that 
there  was  collusion,  but  the  jury  were  instructed  to  consider,  as  I  under- 
stand, whether  collusion  was  proved,  and  they  must  be  taken  to  have 
found  that  it  was  not. 

The  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  title  which  the  plaintiff  in 
this  case  recognised,  was  a  valid  one,  and  enforceable  by  law.  I  am  (^ 
opinion  that  it  was.  John  Levey^  the  claimant  of  that  title,  was  proved 
to  be  the  eldest  son  of  Solomon  Levey,  to  whom  the  Crown  granted  the 
property  in  1831.  Now  we  require  no  evidence  to  enable  us  to  say, 
because  this  Court  takes  judicial  notice  of  the  fact,  tliat  the  Crown  was 
the  legal  owner  of  all  land  in  this  Colony  at  the  time  of  its  first  settle- 
ment in  1788.  We  must  presume  the  Crown,  therefore  (in  the  absence 
of  all  evidence,  or  suggestion,  of  any  previous  grant  of  the  property),  to 
have  been  at  the  date  of  its  grant  to  Levey,  the  legal  owner  of  this 
particular  land.  In  fact,  no  question  was  made  as  to  this ;  nor  was  it 
disputed,  that  a  valid  title  was  conveyed  by  that  grant,  from  the  Crown 
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to  Levey,     But,  it  having  been  shown  that,  at  the  tune  of  the  latter's        1846. 

claim,  which  was  in  1844,  there  had  been  a  possession  in  fact  in  other  Hatfield 
parties  (that  is  in  Alford  or  his  father),  for  twenty-three  years,  it  was      .    ^' 


contended  that  Levey  could  not  have  maintained  an  ejectment.  The  Judge 
ruled,  however,  that  no  adverse  possession  could  be  effectual  against 
Levey,  or  those  claiming  under  him,  except  such  as  occurred  after  the 
date  of  the  grant,  since  which  the  possession  had  extended  over  a  period 
of  thirteen  years  only.  His  Honor  further  said,  that  a  title  must  be 
presumed  to  have  been  in  the  Crown,  at  the  time  of  the  TnAking  of  that 
grant.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Judge  was  right,  on  both  points.  As 
to  the  latter,  I  think  it  sufficient  to  say,  that  bare  possession  in  a  subject 
cannot,  I  conceive,  as  against  the  Orown,  with  respect  to  lands  in  this 
Colony,  be  taken  to  afford  any  presumption  of  title,  if  for  no  other 
reason  than  the  peculiar  character  of  titles  in  New  South  Wales,  which 
are  all  derived  from  the  Crown,  and  at  periods  of  which  the  longest  is 
comparatively  recent,  and  necessarily  within  sixty  years.  But  it  seems 
plain,  from  the  nature  of  the  ordinary  Crown  remedy,  in  respect  of  lands 
claimed  for  the  Crown,  that  no  title  is  presumed  against  the  Crown  from 
possession  merely.  Upon  an  information  of  intrusion  (unless  the  Crown 
shall  have  been  twenty  years  out  of  possession),  the  subject  must  show 
his  title  specially,  and  that  on  the  record.  He  cannot  rely  on  his  pos- 
session, and  put  the  Crown  to  show  title.  (See  the  cases,  in  Ch,  Prerog, 
333).  And  it  is  laid  down,  generally,  that  as  against  the  Crown  the 
subject  must  show  title  in  all  cases,  and  cannot  rely  on  possession  merely. 
{Ibid,  and  pages  353,  357.  Also,  Stanuf,  Prer,  63  a).  Had  the  Crown 
been  twenty  years  out  of  possession,  instead  of  ten  only,  the  statute  21 
Jac.  I,  c.  14  (supposing  it  to  be  in  force  in  this  Colony,  which  I  am 
strongly  inclined  to  think  it  is  not),  would  so  far  have  effected  an  alter- 
ation, that  it  would  then  have  been  unnecessary  for  the  defendant,  on 
intrusion  brought,  io  plead  his  title  specially,  but,  without  showing  it 
on  the  record,  as  in  ordinary  cases  he  must  do,  he  would  be  entitled  to 
retain  possession  tUl  the  title  was  found  for  the  Grovm,  It  would  seem 
also,  Attorney-General  v.  Parsons  (12),  that  the  rules  of  evidence  are,  in 
that  case,  the  same  as  between  subjects,  and  that  the  onus  of  proving 
title  is  then  cast  on  the  Crown.  Supposing  the  Crown,  however,  as  to 
that  matter,  to  be  in  such  cases  in  the  position  of  an  ordinary  plaintiff, 
yet  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  the  defendant's  possession  could,  practically, 
effect  any  change.  The  Crown  could  not,  after  all,  in  effect,  be  made 
to  prove  its  title ;  since  that  title  rests,  in  this  Colony,  on  matter  of 
judicial  cognizance.     It  might  perhaps  be  put  to  show,  to  be  sure,  that 

(12)  2  M.  k  W.  25. 
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Bcaroely  help  the  deiendmnt.     It  is  not  neoeagaiy  for  me,  however,  oon- 
^^  ridering  the  view  which  I  take  on  this  part  of  the  case,  to  go  moiefiiUj 


Stephen  C.J. 


into  the  questioii,  or  to  express  any  o{Miiion  as  to  the  snpposed  e&ct  of 
the  dedaioBi  in  Doe  v.  Morris  (13),  with  reqwct  to  the  mode,  or  time,  of 
finding  or  trying  the  title  of  the  Crown,  after  tw^ity  years  naa-pones- 
siiMi.  The  last  mentioned  pmnt,  in  fact  (independently  of  any  reaBomng 
on  the  subject),  seems  to  he  set  quite  at  rest  hy  the  AUomey-Omerd  v. 
Parsons^  already  dted. 

I  think  it  dear,  then,  that  the  ten  years'  possession  in  Alfor^i 
family,  hefore  the  grants  afforded  no  presumption  of  title  against  the 
Crown,  and  one  question  only  remains :  whether  the  entire  penod  U 
twenty-three  years'  possession  would  have  barred  Levef^s  ejectment, 
supposing  him  to  have  brought  one.  That  question  depends  solely,  1 
apprehend,  on  the  applicability  to  this  case  of  the  first  portion  of  s.  2 
of  the  Statute  of  limitations,  3  and  4  WilL  lY,  c  27.  And. I  think 
that  provision  wholly  inapplicable  to  it ;  first^  from  the  reascm  of  the 
thing;  andseoondly,  because  of  the  terms  of  the  enactment.  I  assmne 
that  the  possession  in  the  Al/ord  family  daring  the  first  ten  years 
(though  that  fact  does  not  clearly  appear),  was  adverse  to  the  Crovn. 
But,  taking  it  to  be  so,  I  think  that  it  is  not  possible  to  read  the  Ac^ 
especially  its  three  first  sections,  and  considering  them  in  connecto 
with  this  case,  to  suppose  that  they  could  really  be  construed  as  apply- 
ing to  it.  The  colonists  of  New  South  Wales  hold  lands  under  the 
Crown  only,  granted  at  intervals  ranging  over  a  period  of  fifty-eight 
years :  the  coHonj  being  of  immense  extent,  these  lands  lie  at  very  great 
distances  from  each  other  and  from  the  seat  of  Government.  It  may 
be  suf^posed,  therefore,  that  in  a  vast  numbor  of  in«?tanoBS^  many  tnu:ta 
or  spots  have  been  oocupied  without  authority  or  even  the  knowledge 
of  the  Crown  servants.  They  are  from  time  to  time  granted  to  indi- 
viduals, and  it  is  gravely  contended  that  the  Statute  of  limitations 
extends  to  such  cases,  and  if  actions  of  ejectment  be  not  brought  vithin 
twenty  years  (not  t^ier  the  grants  but)  after  the  first  time  of  occupaoM^ 
the  grantee's  title  is  gone.  The  words  of  the  statute,  however,  in  my 
opinion,  exdude  such  a  construction.  The  words  of  s.  2,  are,  within 
twenty  years  next  after  the  time,  at  which  the  right  shall  have  firi 
accrued^  to  some  person  through  whom  the  planntiff  claims.  Can  this  be 
supposed  in  this  colony  to  mean  or  include  the  Crown  %  When  would 
such  a  right  (the  right  of  making  an  entry  or  bringing  an  action  to 

(13)  2  Bing.  K.C.  i9a 
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reoover  the  land),  be  said  to  have^r^^  accrued  to  it  ?    But  the  language         1S46. 
and  nature  of  the  provisions  in  sections  1  and  3  of  the  Act,  show  that     Hatfield 
the  Crown  is  not  included.     The  definitions  of  the  word  per$on^  in  the      *    *• 
former,  exclude  the  Crown  :  and  the  whole  tenor  and  scope  of  the 
third,  showing  that  individuals  (but  including  in  that  term  public  and 
private  bodies  other  than  the  sovereign),  and  estates  in  the  hands  of 
individuals,  and  passing  from  one  private  liand  to  another,  were  in  con- 
templation, equally  excluded  from  the  Crown.     If,  indeed,  the  word 
person  includes  the  Crown,  as  the  party  through  whom  a  man  claims,  it 
must  surely  include  the  Crown  when  the  party  claiming,  and  then  we 
have  (under  the  concluding  portion  of  s.  2)  the  term  of  twenty  years 
limited  to  the  Crown  to  bring  its  own  actions,  which  it  would  never 
be  pretended  is  the  law. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  I  think  the  Judge's  directions  and  the  ver  - 
diet  right,  and  as  the  other  members  of  the  Court  concur  in  that  opinion, 
the  rule  for  gmnting  a  new  trial  is  disdiarged. 

I  woald  remark  that  in  this  case,  in  which  the  rent  at  stake  is  no 
more  than  £5  per  annum,  and  the  sum  recovered  is  Is.  only,  some  of 
the  most  difficult  and  important  questions  of  law  have  arisen,  and  been 
at  a  great  expenditure  of  time  and  labour  considered  by  us,  that  have 
probably  ever  been  presented  to  a  Court  of  Justice  for  decision. 

DiCKixsON,  J.  In  compliance  with  the  desire  of  the  Chief  Justice,  I 
proceed  to  deliver  the  judgment  which  in  the  anticipation  of  a  differ- 
ence on  the  Bench,  I  had  prepared  as  the  expression  of  my  own  opinion 
upon  this  case.  It  appears  to  me  that  we  all  concur  not  only  in  the 
result  but  (at  least  on  the  point  principally  argued)  substantially  in  the 
reasons  by  which  we  have  severally  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion. 
13ut  as  our  reasonings  are  presented  in  different  shapes,  it  may  be 
satisfactory  to  the  parties  to  be  informed  of  our  respective  views.  The  ' 
Chief  Justice  has  given  an  outline  of  the  facts  ;  but  as  a  basis  for  my 
own  observations  I  will  commence  by  detailing  at  length  the  circum- 
stances disclosed  in  evidence  upon  the  trial  of  the  cause. 

By  a  memorandum  of  agreement  between  the  defendant  and  the 
pLiinti£^  dated  1st  Januaty,  1844,  the  defendant  demiaed  the  land  to 
the  plaintiH  for  three  years  for  XI 0,  and  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  re- 
ddiver  it  to  the  defendant  at  the  end  of  that  period.  The  plaintiff 
entered  into  the  occupation,  and  his  rent  being  in  arrear,  the  defendant 
by  his  bailiff,  distrained  for  it  on  the  23id  October,  1844.  While  the 
defendant's  bailiff  was  in  possession  under  that  distress,  one  John  Levey 
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1846.  also  put  a  bailiff  on  the  land,  who  stated  that  the  same  was  claimed 
Hatfisld  bj  his  employer.  Of  this  claim  the  defendant  had  notice.  On  the 
Alford  occasion  of  that  distress,  the  plaintiff  went  away  to  Sydney  to  see 
Levey,  and  on  his  return,  (viz.,  on  the  26th  October,)  paid  tho  rent 
distrained  for  by  the  defendant,  in  the  presence  of  Levef/s  bailiff. 

It  moreover  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  defendant's  family  had 
been  in  occupation  of  the  land  for  many  years,  and  that  it  had  been 
occupied  by  the  defendant's  father  in  1821.  The  death  of  the  defen- 
dant's father  was  not  proved.  A  grant  of  land  from  the  Crown,  of 
■premises  corresponding  with  the  land  described  in  the  declaration  to 
Solomon  Levey  and  his  heirs,  dated  in  1831,  the  marriage  of  Solomon^ 
the  subsequent  birth  of  his  eldest  son  Johtij  and  the  death  of  Solomon 
were  respectively  proved.  John  Levey  stated,  that  the  action  -was 
brought  by  his  direction  to  try  his  title,  though  he  at  the  same  time 
informed  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  himself  to  pay  the  costs.  The  plain- 
tiff proved  a  memorandum  of  agreement  between  himself  and  John  Levey, 
dated  the  25th  October,  1844,  by  which  the  latter  demised  the  land  to 
the  plaintiff  for  five  years.  The  distress  for  which  the  action  was 
brought,  was  levied  after  the  making  of  the  last  named  agreement. 

At  the  trial  Mr.  Fisher  for  the  defendant,  objected — 1st,  to  the 
reception  of  any  evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiff,  of  Levey's  title,  as  he 
had  been  let  into  possession  by  the  defendant,  2nd,  that  he  could  not 
give  such  matter  in  evidence  under  the  issue  joined.  Mr.  Windeyerfost 
the  plaintiff  contended,  that  the  facts  showed  an  eviction  by  John  Lerey^ 
before  the  distress,  and  therefore  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  hold  of  the 
defendant  at  the  period  of  that  occurrence.  I  admitted  the  evidence, 
and  assigned  as  my  reason  for  so  doing,  that  an  eviction  showed  the 
plaintiff  had  not  enjoyed  that  possession  under  which  alone  could  the 
estoppel  (insisted  on  by  Mr.  Fisher)  arise,  and  that  if  an  eviction  were 
proved,  it  followed  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  hold  of  the  defendant,  as 
affirmed  in  the  issue  joined. 

In  summing  up,  I  told  the  jury,  that  if  before  the  distress  complained 
of  in  the  declaration  the  plaintiff  had  been  evicted  by  title  better  than 
the  defendants  and  that  the  same  was  not  bound  by  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tion, that  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  such  distress  did  not  hold  as  tenant 
to  the  defendant.  That  as  Alford,  senior,  was  in  occupation  before  the 
making  the  grant,  there  was  evidence  that  he  was  seized  in  fee  of  the 
land  in  question — but  that  another  presumption  arose  in  favour  of  the 
Crown  from  the  fact  of  the  grant  being  made,  which  was  done  at  the 
regular  office,  and  with  the  usual  formalities.     That  if  it  was  Crown 
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land,  the  Statute  of  limitation  only  ran  from  the  execution  of  the  grant        1846. 
in  1831.     That  to  constitute  an  eviction  it  was  not  necessary  that  the     Hatfield" 
plaintiff  should  have  been  actually  turned  out  by  legal  process  or  other-  ^* 
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wise,  but  that  an  eviction  would  be  sufficently  proved  if  they  were 
satisfied  that  the  defendant,  without  collusion,  yielded  up  to  one  who  had 
a  right  to  turn  him  out :  that  a  threat  to  distrain  or  bring  an  ejectment 
was  equivalent  to  an  eviction.     The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

A  new  trial  was  moved  for  on  the  following  grounds  : — 1st.  That  the 
evidence  should  not  have  been  received  under  the  issue  joined.  2nd. 
That  the  jury  should  have  been  directed  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
an  eviction,  or  at  any  rate  that  it  was  collusive.  3rdly.  That  the 
plaintiff  was  estopped  under  the  issue  from  setting  up  the  case  he  relied 
on.  4thly.  That  the  jury  should  have  been  told  that  the  plaintiff  had 
not  proved  any  facts  which  authorised  him  to  dispute  the  defendant's 
title.  5thly.  That  the  jury  should  have  been  told  that  there  was  no 
evidence  to  show  that  the  defendant  was  wrongfully  in  possession  of  the 
land  when  he  demised  it  to  the  plaintiff.  6thly.  That  I  ought  not  to 
have  told  the  jury  that  there  was  a  presumption  in  favour  of  the  Crown 
from  the  making  of  the  grant.  7thly.  That  the  verdict  was  against 
evidence.  8thly.  That  I  ought  not  to  have  told  the  jury  that  the  Statute 
of  Limitation  must  be  reckoned  from  the  time  of  the  grant.  9thly. 
That  the  plaintiff  failed  in  making  out  a  title  in  John  Levey  paramount 
to  that  of  the  defendant. 

The  motion  for  the  new  trial  was  argued  before  us  last  term,  by  Mr. 
JFisher,  for  the  defendant,  and  Mr.  Windeyer,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Fislier,  in  support  of  his  very  able  argument,  cited  Doe  v.  Lady 
Smythe  (14)  ;  Doe  v.  Mills  (15) ;  M.  and  R,  385  S.  C. ;  Doe  v,  Baytap 
(16);  BalUv.Westwood(\1);  Doev,  Wiggins  {\^)  ;  Hall v,  Butler  (19)  ; 
Doe  V.  Barton  (20)  ;  Doe  v,  Birchmore  (21) ;  2  SmifJCs  Leading  Cases 
457  ;  Harrison's  Wood/all  628  ;  I^eave  v.  Moss  (22) ;  Parry  v.  House 
(23)  ;  Hopcraft  v.  Keys  (24) ;  Jew  v.  Wood  (25)  ;  Doe  v.  Morris  (26) ; 
Bac.  Abr.  Bent  (L) ;  Hill  v.  Saunders  (27). 

From  these  cases  Mr.  Fisher  argued  with  the  other  points,  princi- 
pally that  a  tenant  can  never  deny  his  landlord's  title  at  the  time  of 
his  demise,  or  anything  which  involves  such  denial,  unless  he  shows  also 
an  eviction  by  judgment  of  a  Court  of  law  in  an  action  of  ejectment  j 

(14)  4  M.  and  S.  347.  (15)  2  A.  and  E.  17  ;  1  Moo.  and  Rob.  385.  (16)  2 
A.  and  E.  188.  (17)  2  Camp.  19.  (18)  4  Q  R  367.  (19)  10  A.  and  R  204. 
(20)  11  A.  and  E.  307.  (21)  9  A.  and  £.  662.  (22)  8  Moore  389.  (23)  Holt 
489.  (24)  9  Bing.  613.  (25)  1  Craig  and  Ph.  195.  (26)  2  Scott  276. 

(27)  4  B.  and  C.  529 ;  2  Bing.  112. 
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1846.        that  the  insUnoes  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  mattor  eqniralent 
fJArwrn-rT  to  an  eviction  would  soffice,  were  cases  where  the  plea  oonfeased  the 
*^  lessor's  title  at  the  time  of  the  demise^  and  avoided  it  by  showing 

sabseqoent  expiry  at  that  title;  that  die  plaintiff's  case  was  nothing 
more  than  that  the  d^ndant  nil  hahuit  in  tenemsntiM^  and  showed  no 
judgment  of  ejectment;  that  no  title  paramount  was  shown  in  John 
Levey ;  that  there  was  twenty  year's  adverse  possession  <xi  the  defend- 
ant's  part,  as  Levey  and  his  heirs  had  not  entered  for  more  than  tw^ity 
years  after  John  Affordy  the  elder,  had  commenced  his  occupation. 

Mr.  Windeyer,  for  the  plaintiS^  as  to  the  main  point,  argued  that 
the  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Fisher  did  not  apply,  as  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  had  been  evicted.  He  cited  the  dictum  of  LitUedale,  J.,  in 
WUsan  V.  Andertan,  (28)  at  p.  459.  "  That  in  an  action  of  covenant 
by  the  lessor  a  plea  of  eviction  by  title  paramount,  or  that  which  is 
equivalent  to  it,  is  a  good  plea  ;  and  a  threat  to  distrain,  or  bring  an 
ejectment  bj-  a  person  having  good  title  would  be  equivalent  to  an 
actual  eviction."  And  that  there  was  at  the  trial  evidence  of  such  facts 
as  brought  the  plaintiff's  case  within  the  dictum  cited. 

As  to  the  second  and  third  grounds  of  objection  to  my  charge  to  the 
Jury,  two  rules  are  fully  established :  1st,  That  a  tenant  cannot  deny 
that  the  person  by  whom  he  was  let  into  possession  had  title  at  that 
time — Liu,  sec.  58,  Curtis  v.  Spitty  (29)  ;  2nd,  But  he  may  show  that 
such  title  is  determined — Co.  Litt.y  45  a;  2.  Wms.  Saund;  418  (note  1), 
and  judgment  of  Lord  Denman  in  Doe  v.  Barton  (30).  Each  of  th^e 
rules  seems  to  me  subject  to  a  qualification  :  that  in  the  first,  the  denial 
of  the  lessor's  title  may  be  made  in  a  plea  averring  an  eviction  by  title 
paramount — Jordan  v.  Ttoells  (31).  See  judgment  of  Gibhs,  C.J.,  in 
Taylor  v.  Zamir  (32) ;  in  the  second,  the  expiry  of  the  lessor's  interest 
cannot  be  pleaded,  unless  the  plea  disdoses  a  similar  eviction  in  conse- 
quence of  that  determination. 

The  qualification  of  the  latter  rule  I  do  not  find  propounded  speci- 
fically as  I  have  put  it,  but  I  consider  it  implied  in  the  judgment  of 
Lord  Ellenborough  in  Balls  v,  Westwood  (33),  and  an  eviction  was 
undeniably  the  fact  upon  which  each  of  the  decisions  rested  in  WUwn 
V,  Andertony  (34)  HtU  v.  Saunders,  (35)  Doe  v.  Barton,  (36)  Hopcraft  r. 
Keys,  (37)  Pope  v.  Biggs,  (38)  which  were  cases  of  expiry  of  interest. 

(28)  1  B  A  Ad.  450.  (29)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  15.  (30)  11  A  &  E.  307.  (31)  Ca. 
temp.  Hardw.  171,  and  in  4  T.  R.  619.  (32)  6  Taant.  524.  (33)  2  Camp.  H. 
(34)  1  R  &  Ad.  457.  (35)  4  B.  &  C.  529.  (36)  11  A  At  B.  307.  (37)9 

Bing.  613.        (38)  9  B.  &  C.  245. 
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The  qualification  suggested  to  the  latter  is  consistent  with  that  estab-        1846. 
liahed  to  the  former  rule,  and  is  maintainable  on  the  same  reason  as     Hatfiei^~ 
that  by  which  the  former  is  alone  supported.  ^' 

The  obligation  to  pay  rent  and  uphold  the  landlord's  title  arises  only  Ptckinsmi  J. 
from  the  tenant's  enjoyment  under  his  lessor  of  the  thing  demised — ^if 
lie  be  deprived  of  it  by  better  title,  the  obligation  ceases — Gilbert  on 
Jtents,  145,  cited  in  Bac.  Abr,,  RerU  (L.)  ;  if,  therefore,  the  tenant  has 
enjoyed  the  thing  demised  under  his  landlord,  since  the  expiry  of  the 
latter's  title,  he  ought,  upon  the  same  principle,  to  pay  him  rent  for  the 
latter  period.  In  either  case,  natural  justice  equally  demands  that  the 
tenant  should  pay  his  landlord  for  the  benefit  he  has  received  from  him. 
If  in  this  case  Levey  could  have  ejected  the  plaintiff,  and  afterwards  let 
to  him,  the  words  of  Lord  Denmav,  in  Doe  v.  Barton,  (39)  seem  as 
applicable  to  this  action  as  to  that,  "  It  seems  absurd  to  require  him  to 
go  through  the  form  of  an  ejectment,  in  order  to  put  him  in  the  very 
position  he  now  stands." 

As  therefore  it  appears  to  me  that  to  each  of  the  two  defences  an 
eviction  is  indispensable,  and  as  circumstances  equivalent  to  it  have  been 
adjudged  admissible  in  the  latter,  I  conclude  that  like  transactions 
should  in  the  former  instance  be  equally  receivable. 

Having  considered  most  carefully  the  authorities  cited  by  Mr.  Fisher, 
for  the  defendant,  I  find  neither  direction  nor  decision,  that  in  cases 
like  the  present  the  plaintiff  must  show  an  eviction  by  judgment  of 
ejectment.  There  is  no  such  allegation  in  the  usual  plea  of  eviction,  in 
Foster  v.  Pierson  (39)  the  defendant  to  a  declaration  for  breach  of 
covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  demurred  (amongst  other  things)  because 
it  teas  not  stated  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  evicted  by  legal  process.  The 
objection  was  abandoned,  the  precedents  being  against  it.  In  Simmons 
V.  Farrer  (40),  it  was  not  objected  to  the  eviction  there  pleaded,  that  no 
ejectment  by  legal  process  was  alleged,  but  that  no  sufiicient  right  of 
entry  in  the  evictor  was  disclosed.  Against  that  objection  it  was  urged 
that  it  was  hard  to  call  on  the  defendant  to  show  the  particulars  of  snch 
right  of  entry.  To  this  (without  suggesting  the  necessity  of  legal 
process),  Chief  Justice  Tindal  replied,  ^^  I  am  not  struck  with  the  argu- 
2ne&t  of  hardship  in  this  case ;  for  if  the  defendant  had  stood  his  ground 
in  the  ejectment,  he  would  at  all  events  have  learned  on  what  authority 
the  entry  was  made."  If  an  ejectment  had  been  alleged  in  such  a  plea^ 
and  proved,  it  would,  being  rea  inter  alios  acta,  have  established  no  fact 

'39)  11  A.  &  R  315.        •  (39)  4  T.R.  617.  (40)  1  BiDg.  N.C.,  272. 
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1846.        against  the  defendant ;  it  would  not  even  have  disproved  oolluBion,  an 

HATFiBLir'  ejectment  tokh^  being  as  susceptible  of  contrivance  as  an  eviction  trt(A^ 

V,  legal  process. 

Alfobd. 

Diekinwn  J.       I  ^^^  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  I  properly  directed  the  jury  that  the 

plaintiff  need  not  prove  an  actual  eviction  by  legal  process  or  otherwise. 

I  am  moreover  of  opinion  that  I  acted  rightly  in  not  telling  the  JU17 
that  there  was  no  evidence  of  an  eviction.  There  was  testimony  that 
Levey  put  his  bailiff  on  the  land — that  the  plaintiff  went  to  see  Levey^ 
that  he  subsequently  took  a  lease  from  him  and  brought  this  action  at 
his  instigation,  from  which  circumstances,  I  think  the  jury  were  not 
unwarranted  in  inferring  that  the  plaintiff  yielded  to  Levey  from  the 
fear  of  the  latter  evicting  him.  The  verdict  may  have  been  framed 
with  slight,  but  assuredly  not  without  some  materials  for  its  composition. 

I  am  also  of  opinion  that  I  was  correct  in  not  telling  the  jury  that  the 
eviction  was  collusive.  Collusion  implies  fraud,  '<  which,"  according  to 
Tindalj  C.J.,  in  Belcher  v.  Prittie  (41),  "upon  all  occasions,  has  been 
said  to  be  solely  and  peculiarly  for  the  consideration  of  a  jury."  I  was 
not  required  to  direct  the  jury,  to  consider  whether  the  eviction  was  or 
was  not  collusive,  and  I  substantially  left  the  question  of  collusion  to  the 
jury  in  the  same  manner  as  was  done  in  Hopcrafi  v.  Keys  (42). 

As  to  the  4;th,  5th,  and  6th  grounds  of  objection,  I  think  that  a  clear  title 
was  traced  from  the  Crown  to  John  Levey,  and  that  although  Alfofdt 
senior,  was  proved  to  have  been  in  possession  of  the  land  before  the 
date  of  the  grant,  yet  the  jury  (from  their  knowledge  of  the  country  and 
the  reasonable  presumption  that  the  Crown,  by  its  sworn  officers,  in  the 
course  of  public  business,  would  not  bestow  a  subject's  land)  were  at 
liberty  to  conclude  that  the  Afford  family  were  unauthorised  intruders 
upon  the  possessions  of  the  Sovereign.     See  Doe  v,  Roberta  (43). 

As  to  the  8th  ground,  the  evidence  went  no  further  than  that  Alfo/d, 
sen.,  had  been  in  possession  in  1821,  i.e.  ten  years  before  the  grant  «i 
1831.  Assuming  that  the  posses.sion  of  the  elder  Afford  was  adverse  to 
the  Crown  from  and  after  1821,  then  it  is  an  acknowledged  doctrine, 
that  the  Crown  may,  by  its  prerogative,  assign  a  chose  in  action  relating 
land,  see  the  Judgment  of  TindcUl,  C.  J.,  in  Doe  dem.  Watt  v,  Morris  (44). 
But  a  question  has  been  suggested  whether  the  assignment  should  not 
be,  by  special  words,  instead  of  by  a  mere  grant  of  land  itself.    On 

(41)  10  Bmg.,  414.  (42)  9  Bing.,  614.  (43)  13  M.  and  W.,  520. 

(44)  2  Bing.  N.C.,  199. 
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consideratioa  of  the  Marquis  of  Wvackester^s  case,  3  Rep.,  it  seems  to         1846. 


have  no  application  to  this,  as  there  the  question  arose  upon  the  special     Hatfield 
wording  of  an  Act  of  Attainder.     This  case,  moreover,  differa  from  that  ^* 

of  Cromer y  cited  in  page  4  of  3  Rep.,  in  this  respect,  that  there  the 
Queen  had  never  been  in  possession,  whereas,  in  this  case,  the  King,  at 
the  time  of  the  grant  to  Solomon  Levey,  never  had  been  out  of  possession 
of  that  land,  which,  in  common  with  the  whole  territory,  had  vested 
originally  in  the  Crown  by  discovery  and  occupancy  of  part  in  the  name 
of  the  whole.  The  Crown  can  never  be  put  out  of  possession  by  the 
wrongful  entry  of  a  subject,  and,  therefore,  for  such  entry  the  Crown 
does  not  proceed  by  ejectment^  but  by  writ  of  intrusion,  which  is  in  the 
nature  of  trespass  qu»  cl,  fr,,  to  the  maintenance  of  which  possession  is 
essential.  If  Alford  had  continued  adversely  possessed  in  fact,  for 
twenty  years  and  more,  then  by  Statute  21,  Jac.  I,  c.  14,  the  Crown 
title  would  not  have  been  barred,  but  the  burden  of  proof  would  (assuming 
this  statute  to  be  in  force  in  this  Colony)  have  been  shifted  from  Alford 
to  the  Crown  in  the  trial  upon  its  writ  of  intrusion,  Attorney-General  v. 
Parsons  (45).  Were  we  to  hold  that  the  Crown  must  grant  by  special 
words  in  every  case  where  a  subject  had  wrongly  intruded  on  its 
domains,  there  would  be  imposed  on  the  Crown  or  its  grantee,  the 
trouble  of  ascertaining,  in  all  cases,  whether  or  not  there  was  a  person 
in  wrongful  occupation,  and  the  decision  would  be  productive,  in  such  a 
vast  territory  as  this,  of  the  greatest  public  inconvenience — and  an 
inconvenience  to  the  public  is  sufficient  to  prevent  the  application  of  a 
rule  of  the  common  law,  however  logically  the  conclusion  may  follow  in 
abstract  reasoning,  or  however  strictly  it  would  be  applied  in  a  case 
which  might  involve  a  hardship  on  an  individual. 

In  1831,  then,  there  is  evidence  that  the  King  was  in  possession  of  the 
land.  He  granted  at  that  time  to  Solomon  Levey,  Levey  either  then 
obtained  an  estate  in  possession  of  which  he  has  never  yet  been  dis- 
possessed, though  the  Alfords  have  continually  trespassed  on  it,  or  he 
obtained  a  right  of  action  against  Alford,  senior.  If  the  latter,  he  might 
sue  in  his  own  name,  or  perhaps  in  the  Sovereign's,  Bac,  Abr,,  Preroga- 
tive (F.3.) 

If  Levey,  in  1845,  could  have  sued  in  the  Queen's  name,  then,  as 
she  would  be  the  party  to  the  suit  for  all  purposes,  Gibson  v.  Winter  ' 
(46),  he  would  have  recovered  on  proving  the  Queen's  title,  notwith- 
standing a  possession  in  fact  by  the  Alfords  for  more  than  twenty  years. 

(45)  2  M  and  W.,  23.  (46)  5  B.  &  Ad.  96. 
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18I6L        H  he  soed  in  his  own  name^  thai  the  statute  21  Jac.  I,  c.  16,  sea  1, 
woald  not  have  haired  him,  as  that  statute  makes  the  tune  run  tgainst 

^ the  daimant  and  his  heir  from  the  time  when  the  right  ol  entry  finfc 

descended  or  accrued  to  him,  and  if  by  the  Crown  grant  a  right  of  entry 
aocraed  to  him  in  1831,  twenty  years  from  that  date  had  in  1845 
obvioasly  not  efa^ned. 

Upon  this  point  the  only  question  which  remains  is,  whether  the 
statute  3  and  4  Wm.  lY,  c.  27,  has  altered  the  law  in  this  respect 
The  Colonial  Adopting  Act,  by  section  2,  provided  that  the  English 
statute  should  take  effect  from  the  1st  August,  1837,  which  date  we 
may  substitute  in  the  2nd  section  of  the  Imperial  statute  for  the  31st 
December,  1833,  and  therefore  the  colonial  law  now  is  that  from  the 
1st  August,  1837,  no  person  shall  make  entry  on  or  bring  an  action  for 
land  but  within  twenty  years  next  after  the  time  when  the  right  to  do  90 
first  accrued  to  the  person  through  whom  he  claims.      If  John  Levey 
would  have  been  obliged  in  October,  1815,  to  proceed  in  the  Qneen's 
name  by  information  of  intrusion,  such  proceeding  would  not  have  heen 
affected  by  this  Statute  of  Limitation,  Bac.  Abr.y  Prerogative  (E.  5);  if 
he  might  have  proceeded  in  his  own  name,  another  question  arises, 
whether  in  section  2  the  words,  "  person  through  whom  he  daims, 
include  the  Sovereign.      In  the  interpretation  clause  1  those  words  are 
stated  to  comprise  three  classes  of  individuals.      The  Crown  (assoming 
that  it  was  ever  put  to  its  right  of  entry),  I  think,  is  not  included  in 
class  1,  because  that  embraces  only  persons  who  can  hold  land  in  tiieii 
natural  capacity,  which  the  Crown  cannot  unless  in  right  of  its  dachy, 
or  an  estate  tail,  Bae,  Abr,,  Prerogative  (E.  2).    The  Crown  is  obvioasly 
not  included  in  the  second,  as  Crown  lands  cannot  be  escheated.     The 
third  class  evidently  extends  to  a  collection  of  individuals,  and  there- 
fore excludes  a  corporation  sole,  which  the  Sovereign  may  certainly  be 
considered. 

I  am  therefore  ol  opinion  that  the  remedy  which  John  Levey  had  for 
the  recovery  of  the  land  was  not  in  1845  barred  by  the  adopted  statate 
3  and  4  William  IV,  c.  27. 

The  seventh  and  ninth  grounds  have  been  incidentally  noticed,  and 
the  first,  viz.,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  been  allowed  to 
make  out  his  case  under  the  issue  joined,  is  obviously  untenable.  The 
evidence  was  that  before  the  distress  the  plaintiff  had  been  compelled 
to  hold  of  Levey,  Consistently  with  that  fact,  he  could  not  then  be 
holding  of  the  defendant.  The  evidence  disproved  the  defendants 
allegation,  and  was,  therefore,  strictly  relevant  to  the  issue.   See  Hopcfofi 
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V.  Keys  (47)  and  Prentice  v,  Elliott  (48).     In  fine,  I  am  of  opinion  that         1846. 


my  reception  of  the  evidence  and  direction  to  the  Jury  were  severally     Hatfield 
correct ;  that  the  verdict  -was  not  unwarranted  by  the  evidence ;  and, 
therefore,  that  there  ought  not  to  be  a  new  trial  of  this  case. 


V. 

Alford. 


Dickinson  J. 


Therry,  J.  As  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson  has  intimated  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  members  of  the  Court  to  deliver  separate  opinions,  I 
may  say  that  intention  was  entertained  when  a  difference  of  opinion 
subsisted  on  the  Bench,  and  in  anticipation  of  its  continuance ;  but  as 
subsequent  conferences  have  led  to  an  unanimous  result,  the  same 
necessity  does  not  exist  as  if  such  difference  had  continued.  For  the 
reasons  (substantially  at  least)  that  have  been  stated,  and  on  the 
authority  of  the  cases  so  fully  cited,  I  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclu- 
sion  with  the  other  members  of  the  Court ;  and  as,  I  confess,  I  cannot 
present  the  case  in  any  new.  point  of  view,  I  deem  it  requisite  only  to 
express  my  simple  concurrence.  I  may  add  that  from  the  commence- 
ment the  members  of  the  Court  agreed  on  all  the  points  except  as  to  the 
meaning  of  actual  eviction. 

I  should  wish  further  to  guard  against  the  supposition  that  by  the 
present  judgment  it  is  determined  that  the  21  Jac.  I,  c.  14,  is  applicable 
to  this  colony.  I  consider  the  present  question  to  be  decided  on  grounds 
quite  irrespective  of  the  question  of  the  applicability  of  that  statute. 

Rule  discharged, 
(47)  9  Bing.  613.      (48)  5  M.  &  W.  606. 
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184^^  Ex  parte  GAUNSON.  (1) 


Nov.  9.       q^j^  warranio^I^formation  in  tlie  nature  of— Affidavits  in  support—^  Oto,  /K,  c. 
Stephen  C.  J.  83,  sec,  6. 

J}ickifi9on  J, 
Anil 
Therry  J.  -^^  application  for  an  information  in  the  nature  of  quo  tcarranto  most  be  gnnted 

if  the  relator  show  safficient  grounds  to  require  a  further  investigation. 

In  support  of  a  motion  to  make  the  rule  absolute  new  affidavits  may  be  leid 
provided  they  are  merely  confirmatory  of  the  facts  already  alleged. 

In  this  matter  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  by  Mr.  Lowfj  on  Nov. 
5,  upon  the  aflSdavit  of  Mr.  F.  Gauiuan,  calling  upon  Daniel  Egan,  who 
had  been  recently  elected  as  a  City  Councillor  for  Gipps  Ward,  to  show 
cause  why  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  qiu)  tcarranto  should 
not  be  filed  j^ainst  him,  in  order  to  prevent  his  serving  in  the  saidCSty 
Council.  The  application  was  based  upon  the  4;9th  section  of  the  Act  of 
Incorporation,  which  declared  among  other  things  that  no  person  having 
a  contract  with  the  Corporation  should  be  eligible  for  election.  From 
the  affidavit  of  Mr.  James  Afartin,  the  applicant's  attorney,  it  appeared 
that  Mr.  JS^an  had  leased  or  farmed  the  revenue  of  the  fountain  at 
Soldier's  Point  for  £iO  per  annum,  and  that  the  Mayor  having  been 
applied  to  for  further  information  on  this  point,  had  declined  affording 
it,  upon  the  ground  that  it  would  not  be  decorous  to  afford  information 
to  be  used  against  anyone  who  had  been  elected  a  member  of  the 
Council 

The  application  was  therefore  coupled  with  an  application  for  an  order 
upon  the  civic  authorities  to  afford  the  necessary  information,  which 
was  also  granted. 

Lou>e  moved  that  the  rule  be  made  absolute.  He  proposed  to  read  a 
new  affidavit  in  support. 

Foster  who  appeared  to  show  cause,  objected, 

Lotoe  cited  Bex,  v,  Newling  (2).  The  affidavit  was  based  on  the  info^ 
mation  obtained  under  the  order  of  the  Court  for  allowing  the  solicitor 
for  the  relator  to  inspect  the  records,  &c.,  of  the  Corporation.  If  ^^ 
affidavit  could  not  be  used,  the  order  for  inspection  would  be  rendered 
futile. 

(1)  Tlie  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Nov.  6  and  10,  1846. 
(2)  3  Term  Reports  314. 
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Foster,  contra.     The  information  should  have  been  obtained  before  the        1S46. 
rule  nisi.     Lord  Kenyoris  remark  in  the  case  cited  only  applied  to  affi       Ex  parte 
davits  introducing  new  matter.  Gaunson. 

The  Court  decided,  u^jon  the  decision  of  Rex  v.  Newlingj  that  the 
affidavit,  so  far  as  it  was  merely  confirmatory,  might  be  used,  but  that 
all  new  matter  would  have,  in  the  consideration  of  their  judgment,  to 
be  excluded. 

L<nt}e  read  the  affidavit. 

Foster  showed  cause.  The  matter  was  one  wholly  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Court.  The  affidavit  of  Mr.  Egan  showed  that  he  was  not  directly 
or  indirectly  interested  in  any  contract,  &c.,  with  the  Council.  He  had 
bid  at  the  sale  of  the  Fountain  Revenues,  and  had  signed  the  subse- 
quent memorandum  solely  as  the  agent  for  one  Hugh  McLean ;  he  had 
never  received  any  lease,  and  was  not  nor  ever  had  been  interested  in 
any  such  contract. 

Lowe^  in  reply,  was  directed  by  the  Court  to  argue  the  point  whether, 
from  the  terms  of  the  Incoi^poration  Act,  it  was  necessary  to  show  that 
the  parties  sought  to  be  disqualified  were  not  only  contractors  in  name, 
but  had  a  personal  and  beneficial  interest  in  the  contract.  He  con- 
tended that  the  only  duty  devolving  on  the  relator  was  that  of  showing 
that  the  case  was  a  proper  one  for  inquiry.  The  case  was  not  like  an 
application  for  a  criminal  information,  where  the  Judges  were  placed  in 
the  position  of  a  Grand  Jury,  but  a  mere  application  to  try  a  question 
of  right,  subjecting  the  party  concerned  to  no  penalty,  and  the  only 
dnty  cast  upon  the  Judges  was  that  of  seeing  that  the  application  was 
not  a  frivolous  one.  The  affidavits  showed  that  Egan  had  himself  ten 
dered  security  for  the  due  performance  of  his  contract.  (He  was  stopped.) 

The  Chief  Justice,  in  pronouncing  the  decision  of  the  Court,  alluded 
in  the  first  instance  to  the  objection  which  had  been  taken  by  Mr.  Foster 
— that  the  colony  did  not  possess  the  necessary  machinery  for  disposing 
of  a  question  of  this  nature.  In  England  these  informations  were  filed 
by  the  Master  of  the  Crown  Office,  but  in  this  colony  there  was  no  such 
officer,  nor  any  person  whose  duties  were  analogous.  This  difficulty,  as 
far  as  regarded  criminal  informations,  had  been  got  over  by  the  9th 
George  IV,  the  sixth  section  of  which  gave  a  power  to  individuals  to 
file  criminal  informations,  with  the  consent  of  the  Court,  in  the  name 
of  the  Attorney-General.  If  this  proceeding,  therefore,  could  not  be 
r^arded  as  a  criminal  information,  a  question  might  arise  as  to  whether 
the  defendant  would  be  bound  to  plead  to  it ;  but  it  was  not  necessary 
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1846.       at  preaeat  to  decide  this  point,  for  the  only  qaeatioii  they  were  called 


Ex  wMTie  upon  to  determine  was,  whetlier  the  relator  had  made  out  saffideQt 
O..^.  g^„,d3  to  requin,  a  further  investigation :  and  ti^  Jud««  we«  oJ 
Stfj^en  C.J.  opinion  that  he  had  done  this.  They  presumed  that  Mr.  Egan,  in 
swearing  that  he  had  no  interest  in  any  contract  with  the  CouncO,  meant 
that  he  had  no  beneficial  interest ;  but  they  were  of  opinion  that  any 
interest,  either  legal  or  beneficial,  would  under  the  terms  of  the  Act^be 
sufficient  to  disqualify.  The  rule  therefore  must  be  made  absolute ;  bat 
in  determining  this  they  wished  to  be  particularly  understood  as  gi^nng 
no  decision  upon  the  facts,  the  mere  question  for  their  deteruuDalioii 
being  whether  there  should  or  should  not  be  a  further  investigation. 

i?tt/e  made  absolute. 
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REGINA  V.  M^INNIS.  (1)  1846. 


Criminal  InformaCion — 9  Geo.  /F,  c.  83,  sec,  ^— Right  qf  defendant  to  traverse  «     h      ri 

appUeanVs  aJidavit^CoOs,  Dkkinson  J. ' 

and 
To  indace  the  Coart  to  grant  a  criminal  information  a  strong  presumption  of  the     Therry  J. 
party^s  guUt  is  not  necessary,  but  merely  snch  a  state  of  facts  as  shows  that  there 
is  sm^^detU  ground  for  further  judicial  inqiurp. 

In  granting  such  the  Coart  does  not  act  in  all  respects  as  a  Grand  Jury,  and  the 
defieadaat  may  show  canae  by  way  of  traverse  of  the  matter  in  the  applicant's 
affidavits. 

The  grant  is  not  a  matter  of  course,  bat  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  and 
althoagh  a  pnmd  facie  case  may  have  been  made,  on  showing  cause  both  sides 
most  be  heard,  and  if  satisfied  of  the  innocenee  of  the  accu&ed,  the  Court  is  bound 
to  diacharge  the  rale  nisi. 

Also  (per  the  GMef  Justkemnii  Tlierry^  J,,I}kkinaon,  J.,  dubitante),  the  Court  haa 
the  power  to  discharge  the  rule  with  costs. 

MoTioK  to  make  absolute  a  rule  nisi  for  a  criminal  information  calling 
on  the  defendant  to  answer  a  charge  of  having  committed  peijury,  at  the 
trial  of  the  prosecutor  for  forgery.  The  facts  are  set  out  in  the  previous 
case  of  Regina  v,  Cumminffs  (2),  and  in  the  judgment  of  the  Chief 
Justice  herein. 

MiMe  and  Latoe  ^owed  cause. 

Windsj/er,  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Cur,  adv,  vult. 

The  Court  deliyered  judgment  separately  a9  follows. 

The  Chief  Justice.  In  the  case  of  Cummiiigs  (3),  on  the  motion 
made  in  this  Court  in  May  last,  for  the  criminal  information  which  was 
afterwards  filed  against  him  for  forgery,  we  expressed  the  opinion  that 
to  mduoe  the  Court  to  place  an  accused  person  on  his  trial,  a  strong  pre- 
sumption of  the  part'jfs  guiU  was  not  necessary ;  but  merely  such  a  state 
of  facts  as  showed  that  there  was  sufficient  ground  for  farther  judicial 
inquiry.  The  opinion  then  expressed,  is  one  to  which  we  adhere ;  and 
by  which  we  shall  be  guided  on  this  occasion.  On  an  application  of  this 
kind,  wo  need  not  say,  nor  ought  we  to  say,  that  the  party  accused  is 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Xov.  24,  1846.  (2)  Ante^  p.  289. 

(3)  Ante,  p.  291. 


Stephen  C.J. 
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1846.        guilty.     Neither  need  we  be  of  opinion  that  there  exists  a  strong  pre- 
Eeoixa      sumption  of  his  guilt.     If  we  think,  on  the  evidence  before  us,  that 
there  is  ground  for  further  inquiry,  we  ought  (assuming  the  case  to  be 
in  other  respects  a  proper  one  for  our  interference)  to  send  the  case  to  a 
jury,  that  such  inquiry  may  be  had. 

It  is  of  great  importance  to  persons  accused,  that  this  principle  Bhodd 
be  adhered  to.  They  will  then  take  their  trial,  without  the  prejudice 
that  would  arise  from  a  previous  opinion,  of  a  decided  character,  ex- 
pressed by  the  Judges  of  this  Court  against  them.  But  to  hold,  or  to 
suppose  that  it  thence  follows,  that  we  have  not  the  power,  or  have  not 
imposed  on  us  the  duty,  where  the  facts  enable  us  to  say  so,  of  declaring 
the  party  to  be  wholly  innocent,  would  be  in  my  opinion  monstrous. 
What !  if  we  see  plainly  from  the  evidence,  that  a  man  is  falselj 
charged,  or  the  evidence  be  such  that  we  feel  certain  no  set  of  men 
would  or  could  pronounce  him  guilty,  are  we  nevertheless  to  expose 
him  to  the  shame,  and  humiliation,  and  expense  of  a  fruitless  trial  t 
To  hold  so  would  be  to  place  persons  accused  before  us  in  a  most 
pitiable  condition,  and  to  give  a  triumph  only  to  audacity  and  wicked- 
ness. The  Court  would  then  be  powerful  only  for  evil,  and  helpless  to 
do  good.  We  should  indeed  retain  the  sword,  but  with  permission  to 
strike  with  it  in  one  direction  only,  and  that,  to  give  impunity  to  accu- 
sation, however  malevolent  and  unfounded.  But  such  is  not  the  posi- 
tion in  which  we  are  placed.  We  are  to  say,  on  the  evidence  before  us, 
whether  there  is  ground  for  further  inquiry.  Or  I  may  put  the  ques- 
tion in  another  way.  Would  any  Magistrates,  ud^  the  same  evidenct 
be/ore  them,  hold  the  party  accused  to  bail,  or  any  Grand  Jury  on  tfe 
same  evidence  find  a  true  bill  1  And  if  that  evidence  lead  irresistibly 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  charge  is  incredible,  is  contrary  to  all  human 
probability,  and  withal  is  refuted,  can  we  hesitate  to  say  that  no 
Magistrate  or  Grand  Jury  would  so  act  ?  But  the  conclusion  supposed 
necessarily  involves  the  question  of  innocence ;  and  therefore,  on  M 
we  should  have  in  such  a  case  to  pronounce  an  opinion.  If  the  evidence 
satisfies  us  that  the  accused  is  innocent,  it  would  be  absurd  to  suppose 
that  we  could  say  there  ought  to  be  further  inquiry.  It  is  only  vhen 
the  accusation  appears  established,  or  the  facts,  or  the  inferences 
drftwn  from  it,  are  left  in  doubt,  that  we  can  so  determine.  But  we 
can  never  assent  to  the  doctrine,  that  notwithstanding  a  clear  defence, 
to  our  minds  incontestably  established,  we  are  still  to  send  the  accused 
to  stand  his  trial,  as  if  this  Court  were  a  mere  instrument  in  the  hand 
of  the  party  accusing,  and  the  defendant  was  gravely  to  be  called  on 
to  show  cause  against  a  result  so  disastrous  to  him,  without  our  having 
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merely  of  explanation,  indeed,  or  of  law,  it  is  said,  may  be  taken  into       Regina 
consideration ;  but  a  refutation,  however  plain,  is  beyond  our  province      ,,,J'; 
to  inquire  into.     Such,  we  are  distinctly  of  opinion,  is  not  the  law. 

It  has  been  contended  that  the  Court  is,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  merely  in 
the  position  of  Grand  Jury  ;  but  according  to  Blackstoyie,  even  a  grand 
jury  "  ought  to  be  thoroughly  convinced  of  the  truth  of  an  indictment." 
(4  Steph,  Com.  370.)  Why,  then,  are  we  to  indict  if  not  so  convinced  ? 
I  deny,  however,  that  this  Court  is  in  all  respects  in  the,  position  of  a 
grand  jury.  In  the  first  place,  by  the  very  course  and  nature  of  the 
proceeding  before  us,  we  hear  both  sides  of  the  question,  which  a  grand 
jury  does  not.  This  Court,  it  has  been  urged,  is  by  the  statute  substi- 
tuted for  a  grand  jury.  It  would  be  more  correct  to  say,  that  it 
is  in  cases  of  this  kind  substituted  for  the  Attorney-General.  By 
that  Act,  (9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  s.  5)  until  provision  be  made  for  pro- 
ceeding by  a  grand  jury,  all  crimes  are  to  be  prosecuted  by  infor- 
mation, in  the  name  of  that  officer.  But  by  the  succeeding  section, 
any  person  by  leave  of  the  Supreme  Court,  may  exhibit  such  an 
information,  without  his  intervention.  It  is  not  to  be  assumed, 
however,  that  it  is  therefore  the  right,  or  within  the  power,  of  every 
man,  without  cause  assigned,  and  at  his  own  discretion,  to  obtain 
that  leave.  What  cause  shall  be  held  sufficient  to  induce  the  Court 
thus  to  interfere,  in  cases  of  felony,  or  misdemeanors  not  the  subject  of 
prosecution  in  England,  by  the  Master  of  the  Crown  Office,  has  not  yet 
been  determined.  In  the  case  of  Cumniinga,  already  cited,  the  ques- 
tion was  not  distinctly  raised  :  but  it  weis  necessarily  involved  in  the 
decision ;  and  the  Court  was  there  undoubtedly  of  opinion,  that  suffi- 
cient ground  for  the  application  was  established.  The  point  on  which 
we  differed  was,  whether  on  the  evidence  before  us  it  ought  to  be  suc- 
cessful. In  cases  of  perjury,  where  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Magistracy 
is  doubtful,  especially  if  in  fact  no  Magistrate  has  been  applied  to,  or  in 
any  case  where  Magistrates  have  been  applied  to,  but  (as  in  that  case) 
there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  between  them,  or  in  cases  where  a 
Magistrate  can  be  shown  to  have  been  palpably  mistaken,  or  where  the 
Attorney-General  shall  have  declined,  without  sufficient  grounds,  to 
institute  the  prosecution,  it  is  probable  that  the  Court  will  think  it  their 
duty  to  entertain  the  application.  But  that  it  is  not  a  matter  of  course, 
(notwithstanding  the  existence  of  facts  showing  grounds,  in  themselves, 
for  further  inquiry,)  this  Court  has  already  determined.  In  the  case  of 
Jfacdermott,  in  October,  1844  (4),  the  Chief  Justice  in  delivering  the 

(4)  Ante,  p.  236. 
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Rboika  stances  this  Court  may  feel  called  on,  in  any  particular  case,  to  exercise 
M*Ikni  ^^^^  power  of  intervention,  in  cases  beyond  the  jurisdiction  in  this  respect 
of  the  Queen's  Bend),  we  need  not  now  consider.  But  to  hold  tbat^  in 
those  cases  any  more  than  in  cases  of  misdemeanor,  like  the  present^  the 
Court  can  have  no  discretion  aa  to  interference^  and  may  not  require 
adequate  grounds  to  be  shown,  for  a  departure  from  the  ordinary  and 
prescribed  course  of  prosecution  for  crime,  would  be  to  place  this  Court 
inthe  mere  position  of  an  alternative  Tribunal^  for  the  initiation  of  prom- 
cntions,  on  every  occasion,  concurrently  toithy  or  to  the  exclusion  of  ike 
Attorney-General;  at  the  discretion  of  any  individual  in  the  commanity, 
desirous  of  exposing  his  neighbours  to  such  an  ordeaL''  Such  a  result  as 
this,  we  clearly  conceive,  the  enactment  never  contemplated.  It  would 
be  to  impose  on  this  Court  the  duty,  which  it  was  cleariy  the  intention 
of  the  Legislature  should,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  be  discharged 
by  the  Public  Prosecutor. 

Tlie  question  which  we  have  to  determine,  assuming  this  to  be  a  fit 
case  for  our  interposition,  a  Magistrate  having  been  applied  to,  and 
having  decided  by  dismissal  of  the  charge,  is  not  necessarily  whether 
that  dismissal  was  warranted;  but,  as  we  have  already  observed,  whether 
on  the  evidence  before  us  there  is  ground  for  further  inquiry.  And  I 
am  most  clearly  of  opinion,  that  there  is  no  such  ground.  I  entirely 
concur  with  the  estimable  and  able  Magistrate  (5),  who  dismissed  this 
case  at  the  Police  Office,  that  without  believing  the  accused  to  be  insane, 
it  is  not  possible  to  believe  the  story  that  the  prosecutor  brings  against 
him.  Every  probability  is  against  that  story ;  every  probability  is  in 
favour  of,  and  supports  the  statement  made  by  M^Innis,  In  the  year 
1839,  M^Kenzie  sold  Cummings  a  herd  of  cattle,  for  a  sum  of  about 
four  thousand  pounds,  to  be  paid  for  at  the  end  of  four  successive  years; 
and  to  be  secured  by  promissoiy  notes,  which  were  to  have  the  names  of 
Thwnas  Cummings  and  some  other  person,  as  sureties.  Tt  is  to  my  mi^^ 
incontestably  proved,  that  the  second  surety  was  arranged  to  be/<jrmw^ 
Grarif,  and  that  Cummings  undertook  to  procure  his  signature.  It  ^ 
proved,  that  the  notes  were  given  to  M'Innis  by  Mr.  Wright,  in  order 
that  he  might  accompany  Cummings  to  GramJCs,  to  obtain  it.  ir/««« 
was  the  agent  of  M^Kenzie  in  the  matter,  and,  after  obtaining  the 
signature,  he  was  to  proceed  with  Cummings  to  the  station,  and  there 
deliver  the  cattle.  M^Innis  swears,  that  he  thereupon  did  accompany 
Cummings ;  that  he  went  with  him  to  Grant^s  residence  at  Belubula ; 

(5)  C,  Windeyer,  Esquire. 
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appearance,  whom  (M^Innis  not  knowing  Granfs  person)  Gummings  Rbgina 
introduced  as  Grant ;  that  that  person  signed  the  notes ;  and  that, 
then,  the  two  (M^Innie  and  Cuwnmings)  proceeded  in  company  together, 
to  the  station,  where  the  cattle  were  delivered.  Finally,  as  he  says,  he 
proceeded  to  Bathnrst,  and  gave  the  notes  back  to  Wright ;  and  there 
the  mattei^  ended.  From  that  time,  the  notes  were  among  all  concerned 
supposed  to  be  Gran^$ ;  until  suspicion  aldose  on  the  subject,  somewhere 
about  two  years  afterwards,  when  M^Innis  was  at  New  Zealand,  and 
consequently  unable  to  give  any  evidence  in  the  matter.  A  suit  was 
instituted  by  M^Kenzie  against  Grant  on  them,  but  the  latter  pleaded  a 
denial  of  the  making.  At  length  M'Innia  comes  up  to  this  colony ; 
when,  on  being  shown  Mr.  Grant,  he  declares  that  he  was  not  the 
man  and  that  some  other  person  had  been  palmed  on  him.  Now, 
unless  Wright  and  M^Kenzie,  and  his  brother  are  all  perjured,  the. 
notes  in  question  were  delivered  to  M^Fnnis,  and  returned  by  him  to 
Wright  with  the  apparent  signature  of  Grant,  and  by  Wright  given  up 
to  M^Kenzie,  before  the  end  of  May.  But  the  story  of  Cummings  is, 
that  M^Kenzle  undertook  to  procure  Grants  signature ;  and  that  he 
{Cummings)  never  went  with  M'Innis  to  procure  it ;  that  he  never  was 
with  him  at  Grant^s',  and,  consequently,  that  M^Innis's  statement  as  to 
what  passed  there  are  wholly  false — that,  in  fact,  so  late  as  the  month 
of  July,  M'Innis  told  him  that  GranCa  signature  had  not  then  been 
procured,  but  that  he  was  going  to  Mount  York  (where  Grant  is  said  to 
have  resided  at  that  time)  for  that  purpose.  To  sustain  this  statement 
he  produces  two  witnesses,  Smith  and  his  wife,  formerly  servants  to 
M^KenzWj  who  not  only  declare  that  APInnis  told  the  same  thing  to 
them,  in  August  or  the  latter  end  of  July,  but  showed  them  the  notes 
without  Grant* 8  signature.  They  add,  that  two  days  afterwards  M'Innia 
produced  the  notes  with  that  signature  on  them ;  and,  on  Smith  ex- 
pressing a  doubt  whether  the  signature  was  genuine,  they  say  that 
M'lnnia  observed  that  it  did  not  signify,  for  dimming  a  was  an  honour- 
able man,  and  would  be  sure  to  take  the  notes  up.  So  that,  in  opposition 
to  the  plain  and  natural  account  given  by  M'Innis  (as  to  which  it  is 
impossible  to  suggest  one  motive  for  the  perjury  imputed  to  him,  and  to 
commit  which  he  has  twice  come  to  the  colony  from  his  residence  and 
pursuits  in  another  island),  we  are  called  on  to  believe  this  monstrous 
fiction,  that  M^Irmia,  without  a  conceivable  object,  pretended  to  procure 
Grants  signature ;  then,  in  fraud  and  to  the  injury  of  his  employer, 
forged  it,  or  procured  it  to  be  forged ;  and  then,  with  the  folly  of 
idiotcy,  confessed  (also  with  no  imaginable  motive)  to  two  persons, 
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Reoina  committed  that  offence  ;  all  this,  however,  happening  in  JvJly  or  AugnH^ 
M*Innis.  ^^  ^  tvaie  when,  as  is  sworn  by  three  persons,  the  identical  instruments 
„  ,  p  J  ^®^  ^oei&n.  long  completed,  by  the  real  or  pretended  signature  of  Grants 
and  were  safe  in  M^Kenzie^s  possession.  I  agree  with  the  upright 
magistrate  who  heard  these  rival  stories,  that  to  believe  the  latter  is 
impossible.  It  would  be  to  surrender  one's  reason,  and  to  credit  some- 
thing so  atrociously  incredible,  that  one  is  more  astonished  at  the  audacity 
of  the  invention,  than  its  villany. 

There  remcrins  but  one  point ;   whether  we  shall  send  this  gentleman 
to  take  his  trial,  for  the  disgraceful  crime  of  perjury, — although  on  the 
evidence  wholly  absolved  from  all  imputations,  on  the  only  matters 
which  he  was  likely  to  have  remeiabered, — because  he  happens  to  have 
sworn  contrary  to  the  fact,  that  he  and  Cumminga  were  in  company  the 
whole  distance,  between   Bathurst  and   the   cattle  station,  and  that 
Cumminga  rode  a  black  horse,  instead  of  a  grey  or  brown  one,     I  am 
clearly  of  opinion,  that  such  a  result  would  be  if  possible  even  more 
unjust,  than  were  we  to  put  him  on  his  trial  for  perjury,  in  swearing 
that  he  was  with  Cummings,  and  the  pretended  Grant  at  Belubula. 
That  he  was  to  have  been  in  company  with  Cummings^  he  would 
remember,  for  he  was  to  be  present  when  Grant  signed  the  notes ;  and 
for  that  purpose,  and  the  delivery  of  the  cattle,  both  of  them  would 
necessarily  be  together.     Their  being  together  at  starting,  and  nearly 
the  whole  way  to  Grant\  with  their  meeting  at  the  station,  a  few  days 
afterwards,  would  tend  to  confirm  the  impression  after  a  lapse  of  years, 
that  they  were  never  apart.     The  fact  of  their  being  apart  for  some 
hours  on  oiie  day,  and  afterwards  for  three  or  four  days,  would  be  as 
likely  to  be  forgotten,  as  the  colour  of  his  companion's  horse.     I  do  not 
commend  rash  and  confident  swearing  on  such  points ;  but,  that  J/'/nnt« 
perjured  himself  in  those  particulars,  there  is  not  one  single  circum- 
stance in  the  case,  to  justify  us  in  suspecting. 

It  is  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  bench,  that,  if  we  have  the  power, 
we  should  dismiss  the  application  in  this  case  with  costs.  I  entertain 
no  doubt,  that  we  do  possess  that  power.  In  certain  cases  of  mis- 
demeanor, the  Queen's  Bench  in  England  has  the  same  power  by  statute, 
of  directing  the  filing  of  a  criminal  information,  that  this  Court  possesses 
in  cases  both  of  misdemeanor  and  felony.  But  that  Court  without  any 
enactment  in  that  respect,  has  the  power  of  discharging  a  rule  nisi  for 
any  such  information,  with  costs.  I  conceive  that  this  Courts  therefore, 
the  circumstances  being  the  same,  and  its  jurisdiction  being  by  statute, 
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as  ample  in.  all  cases  as  that  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  also  possesses  that  1S46. 
power.  Convinced  as  we  all  are  of  the  entire  innocence  of  Mr.  Jl'Innis,  Regina 
it  is  clearly  our  duty,  as  far  as  in  us  lies,  to  save  him  harmless  from  the 
unfounded  charges  brought  against  him.  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson,  I 
believe,  entertains  some  doubt  as  to  our  power ;  but  none,  if  the  power 
exist,  of  the  propriety  of  exercising  it.  With  the  concurrence,  however, 
of  the  other  of  my  colleagues,  costs  will  be  awarded,  and  the  Ilule  in 
this  matter  is  discharged  with  costs  accordingly. 

Dickinson,  J.  I  agree  with  the  Chief  Justice  in  the  opinion  he  has 
expressed  on  the  case,  and  will  add  a  few  observations  only. 

In  this  case  William  Cummings  has  obtained  a  rule  calling  Alex- 
nnder  M^Innis  to  show  cause  why  a  criminal  information  should  not 
be  exhibited  against  him. 

In  obedience  to  this  rule,  M'Innis  has  appeared  and  has  shown 
certun  matters,  on  affidavit,  for  cause,  and  the  question  we  have  to 
determine  is,  whether  those  affidavits  exhibit  sufficient  cause  to  pi*event 
our  making  the  rule  nisi  absolute.  It  has  been  urged  that  this  Court 
is  in  the  situation  of  a  grand  jury,  which  hears  only  the  prosecutor's 
case.  But  the  practice  of  the  Court  has  been  to  call  on  the  accused  to 
show  cause,  and,  therefore,  it  is  clear  that  this  Court  has  not  in  these 
cases,  acted  in  ail  respects*  as  a  grand  jury. 

The  statute  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  sec.  6,  C3n templates  the  case  of  the 
Court  requiring  exculpatory  affidavits,  and  in  this  respect  also  the 
Court  in  this  jurisdiction  differs  from  a  grand  jury.  Thirdly,  the 
Court  is  to  grant  leave  for  the  exhibiting  the  criminal  information,  and 
in  that  respect  also  it  differs  from  a  grand  jury. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  Court  has  a  statutory  power,  upon  hearing 
both  parties,  to  ^*ant  leave  to  the  prosecutor  to  use  the  Attorney- 
General's  name  in  a  criminal  information. 

Though  Cummings  has  induced  the  Court  to  call  upon  M^Innis  to 
show  cause,  he  now  insists  that  the  only  cause  M^Innis  can  show  is 
matter  in  confession,  and  avoidance  of  that  in  the  affidavits  on  which 
the  rule  nisi  was  obtained,  and  that  the  Court  cannot  deal  with  the 
cause  shown,  if  it  be  in  traverse  of  the  moving  affidavits — That  the 
Court  in  the  exercise  of  this  peculiar  function,  cannot  balance  evidence. 

If  the  Court  is  to  act  differently  from  a  grand  jury  by  hearing  both 
.sides,  I  can  see  no  more  reason  for  its  pranouncing  on  the  sufficiency  of 
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Bboika      ^^®  <^^^^  upon  canae  shown  by  way  of  traverse  of  the  matter  in  the 
jMn'  applicant's  affidavits. 

D%ek%nmm,  J.  j^  appears  to  me,  then,  that  in  such  a  proceeding  as  this,  we  miat 
bear  both  sides,  as  in  other  cases  of  showing  cause  against  a  rale  f\m  \ 
and  then,  if  we  think  there  is  a  matter  for  judicial  enquiry,  we  shooid 
grant  the  leave  asked,  but  if  we  are  satisfied  of  the  innocenoe  of  the 
accused,  we  are  bound  at  once  to  discharge  the  rule  um. 

I  am  satisfied  that  M^Innia  is  innocent  of  the  crime  of  pei^ary 
imputed  to  him. 

As  to  the  main  point,  namely,  that  Oummings  procured  a  person  to 
sign  J,  Grant's  name  to  the  notes,  this  is  expressly  denied  by  Cuw- 
mings,  I  do  not  place  the  slightest  reliance  on  Cummings's  affidavit, 
for  Cummings  has  substantially  sworn  to  the  fact  that  about  Julj  or 
August,  1839,  M^Innia  told  him  he  was  going  to  get  the  notes  signed  at 
Mount  York.  This  appears  from  the  affidavits  of  the  Messrs.  M^Kensk 
and  Mr.  Gilbert  Wright  to  be  demonstrably  false.  He  not  only  sweare 
to  this  falsehood  himself,  but  uses  the  affidavits  to  the  same  effect  of 
Smith  and  his  wife.  I  have  before  stated  my  opinion  that  the  Court 
can  balance  the  testimony ;  I  have  attended  closely  to  the  testimony, 
and  I  have  weighed  the  testimony,  and  I  believe  the  Messrs.  M^Kende 
and  Mr.  Wright,  and  I  utterly  disbelieve  Oummingg  and  the  Smiths. 

As  to  the  inaccuracy  of  M^Innina  testimony,  in  respect  of  the  horse, 
and  of  his  having  been  in  Cummings's  company  the  whole  way  from 
Bathurst  to  Belubula,  and  from  thence  the  whole  way  to  Grudgery,  and 
arriving  at  the  latter  place  in  company  of  Cumminga,  my  mind  is  not 
affected  against  M'lnnis^s  veracity  by  reason  of  it.  For  CummingSj  by 
swearing  that  M^Innis^  in  July  or  August,  said  he  ^ws  going  to  get  the 
notes  signed,  must  have  intended  to  throw  discredit  on  M^Innis^s  storj) 
which  detailed  that  they  had  been  signed  at  an  earlier  period  j  and  as  I 
am  of  opinion  that  Cwmmings  in  that  swore  falsely,  I  believe  that  part 
of  M^Innis's  story  which  the  last  mentioned  swearing  of  Oummings  was 
evidently  intended  to  discredit.  As,  therefore,  I  believe  the  main  part 
of  M^InrMa  story,  I  see  nothing  in  the  inaccuracies  about  the  horse  and 
his  being  with  Cummingsy  more  than  a  too  confident  adherence  to  his 
opinion  of  what  had  passed  seven  years  before.  Certainly  there  is 
nothing  which  induces  me  even  to  suspect  that  M^Innis  wilfully  falsified 
attttidant  circumstances  to  induce  the  jury  to  believe  the  principal  troth. 
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As  to  the  costs,  I  am  noi  able  to  satisfy  my  mind  on  that  question,  and        1846. 
I  therefore  neither  concur  nor  dissent  from  my  colleagues  upon  the      Risghia 

Therry,  J.  The  present  cajse  has  been  deemed  of  sufficient  import-  Dickinson,  J. 
ance  to  induce  an  individual  expression  of  opinion  by  each  member  of 
the  Court  I  therefore  proceed  to  express  mine,  and  in  doing  so  pro- 
pose to  avoid,  as  far  as  I  can,  unnecessary  repetition,  which  is  in  some 
degree  unavoidable  when  persons  have  to  travel  over  the  same  ground, 
and  are  engaged  in  the  expression  of  concurrent  opinions.  I  do  not 
propose  to  do  more,  however,  than  to  confine  myself  to  those  prominent 
parts  of  the  case  by  which  my  attention  was  arrested,  and  which  have 
governed  me  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived. 

It  has  been  urged,  and  I  quite  assent  to  the  general  truth  of  the 
proposition,  that  it  often  is  no  very  easy  matter  to  account  for  crime  by 
endeavouring  to  trace  and  determine  the  motive  to  its  comemission.  In 
the  case  even  of  the  greatest  crimes,  the  motive  is  often  seemingly  so 
slight  as  to  be  quite  inadequate  to  the  enormity  of  the  offence,  and  to 
baffle  any  attempt  at  establishing  a  proportion  between  crime  and  the 
motive  that  prompts  to  its  perpetration.  But  it  is  a  still  more  difficult 
thing  to  assume  that  a  party  will  commit  crime  without  any  motive 
whatever — to  suppose  that  without  any  inducement  arising  from  anger, 
revenge,  interest,  or  advantage  of  any  kind,  a  person  will  gratuitously 
commit  what  the  law  emphatically  designates  *'  the  odious  crime  "  of 
perjury.  The  difficulty  to  suppose  a  party  guilty  of  such  an  offence  is  still 
more  increased  when  every  apparent  motive  that  might  suppose  to  arise 
from  connection,  interest,  or  friendship,  suggests  the  improbability — 
nay,  the  moral  impossibility  of  his  committing  the  crime  imputed  to 
him.  It  is  manifest  that  throughout  the  whole  of  this  transaction 
M^Inma  stands  in  the  relation  of  a  confidential  servant  and  friend  of 
M^Kenzie.  It  is  to  serve  him  that  he  makes  two  voyages  from  New 
Zealand  to  New  i^uth  Wales,  at  great  personal  inconvenience ;  and  if 
his  zeal  for  his  friend  had  prompted  him  at  the  expense  of  the  truth  to 
serve  M^Kenske^s  interests,  he  would  not  have  selected  (with  his  eyes 
open)  a  moat  dangerous  perjury  which  in  no  way  served  M^Kenzie  :  in- 
stead of  a  palpably  easy  one  which  would  have  materially  served  him. 
The  handwriting  on  these  notes,  it  seems,  was  by  all  the  parties  be- 
lieved to  be  GrcmJCs^  and  had  Mclnnis  sworn  that  it  was  his — that 
GtoxU  was  really  the  man  who  signed,  anywhere  or  at  any  time, — there 
can  be  little  reason  for  doubting  he  would  have  been  believed,  and  thus 
M^Kerms  would  have  been  enabled  successfully  to  sue  Gh-ant^  and  get 
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his  money.  This  would  have  been  indeed  to  have  served  his  friend 
JPKenzie;  but  so  far  from  sei^'ing  him,  M^Inniss  testimony  in  any 
action  M'Kenzie  may  bring  against  Cumminga  puts  him  out  of  Court, 
so  that  the  perjury  imputed  to  him  is  a  perjury  conmiitted  for  the  pur- 
pase  of  injuring  Aim  whose  interests  it  was  his  obvious  wish  and  motive 
to  promote,  and  for  even  the  far  less  probable  purpose  of  relieving 
Grant,  whom  he  never  saw  or  knew,  from  liability  on  those  notes.  It 
is  not  too  much  to  say,  in  the  language  of  the  learned  counsel,  that 
*^  our  reason  revolts  from  the  supposition  of  any  man  being  capable  of 
such  conduct  as  this." 

But  these  depositions  are  not  limited  to  the  imputation  of  perjury 
against  M'Innis,     They  contain  as  distinct  a  charge  against  him  of 
forgery  or  the  procurement  of  forgery  as  they  do  of  perjury.     This 
brings  me  to  the  Smiths'  affidavits,  in  which  these  charges  are  dis- 
tinctly conveyed,   and  certainly  two   more  incredible   documents  (at 
least  incredible  to  my  mind)  it  has  not  been  often  allotted  to  me  to 
peruse.      They  possess  one  quality  in  a  remarkable  degree,  that  of 
consistency  with  each  other.    They  purport  to  disclose,  each  in  the  very 
words,  ijfsissimis  verbisy  in  which  M^lnnis  is  alleged  to  have  spoken 
them,  the  statements  made  seven  years  ago  by  him.     The  production 
of  the  bills  by  M^Innis  on  his  return  from  the  Big  Hill — ^the  doubt 
expressed   by  Smith  of  his   having  been  there,  and  the  remarkable 
expression,   ''What  odds,  Cumminga  is  an  honourable  man,  he  will 
pay  the  bills,"  is  narrated  with  a  remarkably  corresponding  accuracy, 
which  not  only  shows  an  agreement  substantially  as  to  the  whole  of 
what  passed,  but  with  a  somewhat  too  close  precision  as  to  the  minutest 
parts  of  the  conversation,  to  be  calculated  to  inspire  confidence.     There 
are  some  other  statements  in  the  Smiths*  affidavits,  which  I  yet  deem 
it  right  to  notice  in  considering  the  degree  of  credit  to  which  they 
are  entitled.     Smith  states  that  when  he  saw  the  bills  in  July  or 
August,  at  which  time  Grant^s  name  was  not  to  them,  M^Innis  told 
him  "  he  was  going  to  old  Mr.  Grants,  at  the  Big  Hill,  Mount  Yoik, 
to  see  Jeremiah  Grant,  to  get  the  bills  signed."     Well !  when  IP  Tunis 
told  him  this,  why  did  be  not  inform  M'Innia  that  Jeremiah  Grant 
did  not  live  at  the  Big  Hill.     If  he  were  then  aware  of  the  fact  of 
his  not  living  there  it  would  have  been  natural  for  him  to  have  said, 
"  There's  no  use  of  your  going  to  the  Big  Hill,  for  young  Grant  does 
not  live  there."     He  says  nothing  of  the  kind,  however,  but  allows  Mm 
to  proceed  on  what  he  must  have  then  known  to  be  an  unavailing 
errand.      The  moment  however  M'lmiia  is  represented  to  have  re- 
turned. Smith  becomes  full  of  suspicion  against  him.    He  states  for  the 
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first  time  to  ATInnis  that  he  understood  that  Grant  did  not  live  there 
— and  then  arises  a  suspicion  in  his  mind  of  M^Innis  having  been  there 
at  all.  He  questions  him  as  to  the  colour  and  complexion  of  young 
Grant — doubts  whether  he  had  seen  Grant  at  all — doubts  whether  his 
horse  could  carry  him — and  at  length  would  fain  represent  by  the  in- 
genious suggestion  of  doubts,  and  a  skilful  questioning  of  APInnisy 
that  he  extorted  from  him  that  extraordinary  declaration,  "What 
odds  !  Cumminga  is  an  honourable  man,  and  when  the  bills  become 
due  he  will  pay  them/'  which,  if  it  means  anything,  means  this — "True! 
all  your  doubts  are  well  founded,  I  did  not  see  young  Grant ;  my  horse, 
it  is  true,  could  not  carry  me  ;  the  signatures  are  not  genuine ;  I  either 
forged  them  or  procured  them  to  be  forged  ;  but  what  odds,  Cumminga 
is  an  honourable  man,  he  will  pay  them."  But  what  opportunities  of 
knowledge  of  Cumminga  had  M^Innia  that  he  should  consider  him  this 
honourable  man,  or  that  he,  hitherto  a  free  citizen,  should  incur  this 
terrible  risk,  and  commit  this  unprofitable  and  audacious  felony.  There 
was  no  intimacy  between  them,  for  Cumminga  himself  says,  as  to  his 
meeting  him  at  Grants  or  any  house  at  Belubula,  "  I  might  have  met 
him  as  a  stranger  there,"  and  there  is  no  pretence  for  supposing  that 
at  any  time  there  was  any  friendship  or  intimacy  between  them.  In 
the  very  able  address  in  support  of  making  this  rule  absolute,  I  own  I 
expected  some  explanation  or  remark  upon  the  affidavits  of  the  Smitha^ 
but  it  appeared  to  me  that  no  aid  in  support  of  the  rule  was  sought  to 
be  derived  from  them,  but  on  the  contrary,  all  aid  from  that  source  was 
rejected  and  repudiated,  and  it  was  sought  to  disconnect  Cumminga  from 
the  Smiths,  but  Cumminga  himself  has  too  closely  identified  himself  with 
their  8tatemen(>  to  admit  of  this  separation,  for  he  states  in  support  of 
8mitKa  statement  that  M'Innia  "  had  told  him  about  July  he  had  to  go 
to  Mount  York  to  get  his  bills  signed."  And  if  Cummingi  corrobora- 
tive testimony  in  support  of  the  Smiths  statement  be  demonstrably 
false,  what  reliance  can  be  placed  on  the  other  portion  of  his  evidence 
afiecting  M^Tnnia,  as  to  what  took  place  at  Belubula  and  at  Grudgcry? 
The  discredit  due  to  SmitKa  affidavit  does  not  arise  alone  from  the 
utter  improbability  of  the  statements  therein  contained,  which  would 
fain  represent  M^Innia  as  a  most  gratuitous  knave,  but  from  the  strong 
and  positive  contradictions  of  the  two  M^Kenziea  and  Gilbert  Wright, 
which  (unless  they  have  committed  perjury)  incontestably  establish  the 
utter  impossibility  of  their  statements  being  true,  for  at  the  very  time — 
long  before  the  time — the  Smitha  speak  of  the  notes  being  unsigned  in 
M*Innis'  possession,  they  were  in  WrigMa  or  M^Kenzie^a  possession, 
with  the  real  or  pretended  signature  of  Grant  to  them.     Surely,  then,  it 
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Bboina      which,  from  their  improbability,  a  reasonable  and  ordinary  mind  can 
M'l^ins      P^<^  ^o  confidence,  and  on  which,  from  the  positivenees  with  'i^di 
^^        J     they  are  encountered  and  contradicted,  no  reliance  can  be  placed  as  a 
safegnide  to  divert  and  govern  our  judgment,  that  any  Ck)urt  would  be 
justified  in  sending  a  fellow-citizen,  hitherto  of  untarnished  repntatum, 
to  go  through  the  ordeal  of  a  trial  for  an  offence  which,  though  it  be  not 
a  felony,  entails  upon  him  who  is  convicted  of  it  as  deep  and  lasting  an 
infamy  as  any  offence  in  the  whole  catalogue  of  crime.     And  if  our 
duty  be,  as  it  is  suggested,  analogous  to  that  of  a  grand  jury,  on  being 
invited  on  such  testimony  to  send  a  man  to  trial  for  sudi  an  ofifeooe, 
does  it  not  behove  to  bear  in  mind  the  wholesome  counsel  given  to 
grand  juries  in  Mr.  Diekinson^s  Guide  to  the  Quarter  Sessions,  p.  143, 
"  that  on  tiieir  finding,  the  defendant  is  not  only  liable  to  be  appre- 
hended, and  compelled  to  find  baU,  or  to  be  imprisoned  if  he  cannot 
obtain  sureties,  but  he  must,  in  order  effectually  to  defend  himself, 
incur  expense  for  which,  however  innocent  he  may  be  ultimately  found, 
the  law  affords  him  no  recompense,  unless  through  the  difficult  and 
uncertain  course  of  an  action,  and  then  only  when  he  can  show  the 
charge  to  be  malicious  as  well  as  groundless,  and  thus  the  character  and 
fortunes  of  an  honourable  man  may  for  a  time  at  least  be  de^y 
affected  in  the  opinion  of  the  many  who  want  moral  discrimination  to 
separate  the  charge  from  proof,  and  to  believe  in  the  evidence  of  the  life 
of  the  accused  against  the  breath  of  an  accuser. "  Although  our  duties  are 
analogous  to,  they  are  not  identical  with,  those  of  a  grand  jury.     If  we 
are  at  the  disadvantage  of  not  having  viva  voce  testimony,  we  have  at 
least  the  advantage  by  calling  on  the  defendant  to  show  cause,  of  hearing 
both  sides  (though  upon  affidavit),  which  a  grand  jury  does  not.    If  what 
the  defendant  urges  in  his  behalf  is  not  to  influence  our  judgment  in 
coming  to  final  judgm^it,  I  cannot  conceive  for  what  purpose  we  should 
call  upon  him  to  show  cause  at  all.    If  wherever  there  be  even  a  sciMtUia 
of  evidence  against  him  the  question  of  guilt  or  innocence  should  be 
submitted  to  a  jury — and  as  there  must  such  a  question  be  involved  in 
the  affidavits  on  which  a  rule  nisi  is  gi-anted,  it  is  far  better  to  Sisp&Oi 
as  with  an  idle  form,  the  process  of  requiring  him  to  show  cause,  because 
if  the  doctrine  contended  for  be  consistently  acted  upon,  the  prosecutor 
may  at  all  times  say  to  the  Court — '*  Be  it  granted  that  the  explanatioBs 
disclosed  in  the  defendant's  affidavits  are  quite  satisfactory,  and  estahiisfa 
his  innocence  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court,  Mid  even  to  my  own ;  yet 
it  is  neither  for  me,  the  prosecutor,  or  for  you,  the  Court,  to  determiDe 
the  question  of  guilt  or  innocence.     I  fall  Ijock  on  the  original  affidavit 
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on  which  the  rule  nisi  was  granted,  and  as  it  contains  ^onle  evidence 
agfainst  the  defendant,  he  must  therefore  go  through  the  ordeal. and 
expense  of  a  trial,  which  however  will  be  attended  with  very  little 
danger,  as  the  Court  that  sent  them  there,  and  the  prosecutor  who  pro- 
cured them  to  be  sent  there,  have  done  so  with  an  unequivocal  declara- 
tion of  his  unquestionable  innooenee."     Suph  a  principle  of  action,  if 
adopted  bj  this  Courts  would,  I  doubt  not,  be  hailed  by  any  person  dis- 
posed to  institute  a  vindictive  prosecution,  for  he  has  only  to  get  up  a 
charge  supported  on  evidence,  it  matters  not  how  irivialy  and  by  appealing 
to  the  preoedent  which  the  adoption  of  such  a  principle  would  establish, 
in  a  manner  command  this  Court  to  be  the  instrument  of  his  vindic- 
tiveness,  and  subject  the  vietiin  he  may  select  to  the  cost  and  anxiety 
of  being  tried  unfairly.     So  far  I  should  be  disposed  to  act  upon  the 
principle  which  should  alike  govern  Gkand  Jurors  in  finding  a  true  bill, 
and  Justices  in  committing  parties  to  trial,  that  if  the  whole  evidence 
before  the  Court  shall  be  sufficient  to  raise  a  strong  presumption  of  gmlt, 
or  to  furnish  sufficient  ground  for  judicial  enquiry  into  his  guilt — in 
such  case  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute ;  and  applying  that  principle 
here  to  the  whole  body  of  facts  that  have  been  arranged  on  both  sides, 
I  should  not  hesitate  to  declare  that  having  heard,  as  a  Grand  Juror,  all 
that  has  been  advanced  in  these  depositions — ^having  considered  the 
utter  absence  of  any  motive  that  could  prompt  M^Innis  to  the  commis- 
sion of  the  perjury  imputed  to  him — shaving  considered  the  attempt 
which  has  been  made  to  involve  him  in  the  double  crime  of  perjury  and 
of  forgery,  but  which  attempt  has  signally  failed — suad  moreover  con- 
sidering that  the  discrepancies  between  his  testimony  and  the  other 
witnesses,  as  to  the  cc^our  of  the  horse  that  Cumminga  rode — ^the  cir- 
cumstance of  his  accompanying  GvMiminga  from  Clear  Creek  to  Grant, 
and  of  his  arriving  in  company  with  Qvanminga  at  Grudgery,  are  dis- 
crepancies into  which,  in  the  lapse  of  five  or  seven  years,  memory  may 
foil,  without  the  slightest  tinge  of  corruption,  or  beii^  liable  to  the 
imputation  of  wilfulness  or  design  in  misrepresenting  these  facts,  in 
some  of  which  it  now  appears  he  has  been  nustaken ;  I  cannot  arrive  at 
the  conclusion  that  a  case  has  been  made  out  which  furnishes  a  sufficient 
ground  for  judicial  enquiry  into  his  guilt,  or  even  raise  a  strong  pre- 
Bomption  of  guilt  against  him.     Even  the  alleged  discrepancies  are  not 
established  by  satisfactory  evidence.    The  fact  of  his  not  having  travelled 
with  Oummings  from  Clear  Creek,  rests  mainly  on  OummtTi^tf'ff  evidence 
alone.     It  may  be  that  he  was  not  with  him  when  Otunmings  passed 
Perkina  at  Evans's  Plains ;  but  though  not  in  company  together  there, 
tbey  may  have  joined  at  otiier  parts  of  the  road.     Perkins  admits  that 
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M^Innis  might  have  been  at  Grants,  but  only  states  that  he  did  not  see 
him  there,  and  positive  testimony  to  the  fact  of  his  not  having  been 
at  Granfs  rests  on  Cummings'a  sole  denial.  But  we  find  the  several 
witnesses  veiy  loose  in  their  account  of  dates  as  to  the  time  if '/nnw  and 
Mr.  Cummings  came  to  Grudgery.  Harrold  says  M^Innis  was  there 
three  or  four  days  before  Cummings  came ;  Smith  states  it  to  have  heen 
a  week,  but  a  discrepancy  such  as  this,  after  such  a  lapse  of  time,  is 
unavoidable,  and  if  it  may  be  pardoned  to  one  witness,  may,  and  ought, 
it  not  with  equal  fairness  to  be  pardoned  to  others  %  As  to  the  colour 
of  a  horse  which  a  man  rode  in  another's  company  five  or  six  years  ago, 
it  certainly  appears  to  me  an  imprudent  thing  for  any  person  to  under- 
take to  swear  to  so  trivial  a  circumstance  after  so  long  a  lapse  of  time ; 
but  it  may  be  that  he  was  strongly  impressed  with  the  truth  of  this 
statement,  and  it  is  utterly  inconceivable  to  me  why  he  should  make  a 
wilful  misrepresentation  of  such  a  circumstance  to  induce  a  belief  in  the 
two  main  facts  of  the  transaction  in  which  he  was  engaged — 1st,  the 
signing  of  the  notes ;  and  2nd,  the  delivery  of  the  cattle.  In  considering 
the  part  of  the  case  that  relates  to  the  party  who  undertook  to  get  the 
signature  of  Jeremiah  Grant,  who,  that  is  at  all  conversant  with  the 
business  of  life,  can  doubt  the  truth  of  Mr.  WrigMs  statement,  "  that 
the  undertaking  was  an  undertaking  on  the  part  of  Cummings  t  He 
was  the  purchaser,  and  who  before  heard  of  a  seller  parting  with  his 
property  to  a  purchaser,  and  also  undertaking  to  provide  that  purchaser 
with  security  for  the  payment  of  his  debt  ?  The  memorandum  of  Tkomat 
Cummings  for  further  landed  security  only  shows  that  if  Grant* s  security 
were  not  obtained  another  security  should  be  substituted,  but  substituted 
only  on  the  failure  of  Cummings  to  procure  the  security  of  the  name 
which  he  promised  to  obtain.  Throughout  these  proceedings  there  is 
not  suggested  a  probable  ground  for  expecting  that  J,  Grant  would 
become  security  for  this  large  amount  It  is  not  stated  or  suggested  hy 
Cummings  that  Grant  had  previously  promised  or  that  he  had  ever 
previously  asked  him,  and  it  would  appear  that  the  use  of  his  name  in 
the  transaction  of  the  sale  had  been  as  unwarranted  as  (if  M^Inni£» 
statement  be  true)  the  means  were  unwarrantable  which  had  been  used 
to  make  it  appear  it  had  been  obtained.  I  have  dwelt  on  some  of  the 
leading  circumstances  of  this  case,  which  have  impressed  themselves 
upon  my  mind,  because,  being  strongly  impressed  on  the  whole  of  these 
depositions  with  the  innocence  of  this  defendant,  I  deem  it  a  duty  I 
owe  him  to  declare  it.  In  my  estimation  he  retires  from  this  CJourt  with 
the  same  unblemished  character  with  which  he  entered  it.  If  others 
are  affected,  or  suppose  themselves  to  be  so,  by  this  unanimous  opuuon 
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of  the  Court,  they  should  have  considered  and  weighed  all  the  conse- 
(juences  of  their  conduct  before  they  moved  in  this  business.  Tliey  need 
not  have  invited  or  invoked  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  but,  having  done 
so,  they  cannot  complain  that  the  Court  has  not  been  prevented  from 
declaring  it,  by  means  of  devices  too  weak,  and  of  subterfuges  too 
shallow,  to  impose  upon  the  meanest  understanding.  As  to  costs — being 
of  opinion,  on  the  authorities  cited,  that  the  Court  has  the  power,  I  am 
satisfied  that  this  is  a  fit  occasion  for  the  exercise  of  that  power  in 
obliging  the  prosecutor  to  pay  them. 

Mule  discharged,  tvitk  costs. 
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June  1-.  Mandamus — Fraudulent  concealment  of  inttolvenCs  properly — Pover  of  JuMiw  to 

^ffphf.n  C.J.  commit — IntereM  of  creditor  to  apply — Variation  of  commission  of  Justice*  from 

DickiuwH  J.  ancient  form— IS  Ed.  HI,  <r.  2  ;  34  Ed.  lily  c.  1. 
and 


Tli'.rrt/  J, 


The  question  in  this  case  was  whether  a  mandamus  could  issue  to  compel  s  jiu- 
tico  to  proceed  in  the  matter  of  a  complaint  acainst  a  person  for  having  frMida- 
lently  concealed  and  removed  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  crediton,  the 
grounds  of  the  Justice's  refusal  heing  his  want  of  jurisdiction. 

Heldy  that  a  Justice  has  jurisdiction. 

An  application  for  a  mandamus  need  not  he  made  against  the  magistrates  gener- 
ally. 

The  prosecutor,  a  creditor  of  the  insolvent,  had  a  sufficient  interest  in  the 
matter  to  entitle  him  to  this  remedy. 

The  commission  of  the  Justices  is  not  invalidated  by  reason  of  its  variation  in 
form  from  the  ancient  forms  used  in  Englaed. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  is  extended  to  all  trespasses  whatever  by  34  Ed. 
Ill,  c.  1,  and  is  not  limited  to  trespasses  agamst  the  peace,  as  in  18  Ed.  Ill  c  2. 

Even  if  such  jurisdiction  did  not  extend  to  the  iricU  of  cases  of  fraudalent  insol- 
vency in  Quarter  Sessions,  yet  a  Justice  can  out  of  sessions  inquire,  and  commit, 
or  hold  to  bail. 

The  facts  and  arguments  in  this  case  appear  in  the  reserved  judgment 
of  the  Court,  which  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  was  a  rule  obtained  in  the  last  term,  calling 
on  Charles  Windei/er,  ^<l*y  oi^^  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of  the 
Peeu^e,  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  commaniling 
him  to  proceed  in  and  hear  the  matter  of  a  certain  complaint,  preferred 
before  him  by  John  Stirling^  on  behalf  of  the  Bank  of  Australia,  of 
which  he  is  the  Chairman,  charging  one  Hughes  with  a  misdemeanor, 
under  the  Insolvent  Act,  in  having  fraudulently  concealed  and  remo^'cd 
certain  property,  with  intent  to  cheat  his  creditors.  It  appeared  that 
the  magistrate's  only  objection  to  proceeding  in  the  matter  was  the  doubt 
which  existed — or  had  been  raised — as  to  his  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case 
He  expressed  his  readiness  to  hear  the  case  should  the  party  chai^gw 
appear  before  him  ;  but  he  declined,  on  the  ground  stated,  to  issue  an)* 
warrant  for  his  apprehension.  The  motion  was  made,  therefore,  in  no 
disrespectful  spirit  towards  the  magistrate,  but  for  the  purpose,  nrtuallj, 
of  deciding  a  point  which  was  felt  to  be  one  of  much  importance. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  16,  June  14,  1847. 
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Mr.  Winclm/er  and  Mr.  LoivSy  in  showing  cause,  objected  to  the  1847. 
application,  first,  that  this  proceeding  was  unnecessary,  as  the  prosecutor  Rboina 
could  apply  to  the  Court,  by  notice  for  a  Criminal  Information ;  but  ^  ^' 
that,  supposing  the  application  to  be  otherwise  admissible,  it  should 
have  been  made,  in  point  of  form,  against  the  Magistrates  generally. 
Secondly  ;  that  a  mandamus  would  not  go^  in  any  doubtful  case,  as  they 
contended  this  to  be ;  nor,  they  submitted  in  any  case  of  preliminary 
investigation  only  ]  but  not,  certainly,  in  a  case  where  the  object  was, 
as  here,  not  simply  to  direct  the  ma^trate  to  proceed,  but  to  proceed 
by  a  particular  course  and  mode.  Thirdly y  however,  they  took  excep- 
tion to  the  Justices'  commission,  and  maintained  that  every  application 
of  this  nature  must  fail,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  valid  commis- 
sion of  the  peace  in  the  colony.  Ancient  forms,  they  said,  could  not  be 
departed  from  :  but  the  ancient  form  of  the  commission,  as  used  in 
Elngland,  was  departed  from  in  two  things — ^first,  in  giving  power  to 
the  Justices  in  Sessions,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  instead  of  limiting  the 
power  to  any  two  of  them ;  and,  secondly,  in  omitting  to  specify  the 
mode  of  enquiry,  t.e.,  by  a  Jury  of  twelve  men.  The  commission  was, 
therefore,  bad  in  part ;  and  that  part  was  the  most  material  one,  because 
it  was  the  clause  giving  the  Justices  power  to  try  :  but,  if  bad  in  part, 
the  commission  was  void  altogether.  Fourthly,  the  particular  question 
of  jurisdiction,  in  a  case  of  fraudulent  insolvency,  was  then  argued.  It 
was  contended,  that  the  power  to  commit  flowed  from  the  jurisdiction 
given  to  try  ;  so  that,  where  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  could  not 
try,  Justices  of  the  Peace  could  not  commit  the  offender.  And,  if  they 
could  not  commit  him,  (or,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  we  presume,  hold  him 
to  bail,  or  arrest  to  compel  his  appearance)  it  would  be  idle  to  say  that 
they  could  put  him  to  answer,  in  a  preliminary  investigation.  Then  it 
was  maintained,  that  the  offence  of  fraudulent  insolvency,  being  created 
by  a  recent  enactment,  without  expi-ess  power  given  to  Justices  to  try 
it,  and,  moreover,  not  being  an  offence  against  the  peace,  or  tending  to 
a  breach  of  the  peace,  could  not  be  tried  in  the  Quai'ter  Sessions.  It 
was  contended,  further,  that  the  Quarter  Sessions  in  this  colony,  at  all 
events,  by  reason  of  the  terms  used  in  the  9  Geo.  lY,  c.  83,  s.  17,  could 
not  try  any  offence  created  subsequently  to  that  enactment 

These  objections  and  arguments  were  opposed  by  Mr.  Foster,  on  behalf 
of  the  party  moving.  He  contended,  that  a  mandamus  will  always  be 
granted,  where  the  object  is  to  compel  the  performance  of  a  public  duty, 
and  the  applicant  has  no  other  specific  remedy,  to  enforce  it.  The 
learned  counsel  maintained,  that  in  tlie  cases  cited,  or  most  of  them, 
there  was  no  indictable  offence,  and  that  the  effect  of  the  decision. 
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Regina  merely,  had  no  jurisdiction  over  such  offences.  He  denied  that  the 
WiNDETKR  P^^^*^  preliminary  to  investigate,  existed  only  where  there  was  power 
to  tiy  ;  and  he  instanced  the  case  of  treason,  misprision  of  treason,  and 
forgery  at  the  common  law.  As  to  the  commission  in  this  colony,  the 
variation  was  rendered  necessary,  by  the  peculiar  powers  entrusted  to 
the  Quarter  Sessions,  over  transported  offenders.  Lastly,  the  application 
was  right,  in  form.  The  writ  went  against  the  individuals,  merely, 
whose  interference  had  been  sought  and  refused. 

The  cases  and  authorities  on  the  several  points  were  the  following  : — 
4  Steph.  Com,  336 ;  Hawk.,  P,0.  bk,  2,  c.  1 ;  Bac.  Ab,  Justices,  C.  a^id 
E,  ;  2  Ilah  P.O.  109  ;  DickensorCs  Q,S.  129  ;  Com,  Dig.  Prerog,  D.  29; 
The  Queen  i\  Barthtt  (2) ;  The  King  v.  Higgins  (3) ;  BiUt  v,  Conan  (4) ; 
The  King  v,  Dayrell  (5)  ;  The  King  v,  RiapaX  (6)  ;  Same  v.  C lough  (7) ; 
Same  v.  Barker  (8) ;  Same  v.  Bristow  (9)  ;  Roop  v.  Scritch  (10)  ;  Lloyd 
V,  Vaughan  (11);  Lane  v.  Cotton  (12);  The  King  v.  Archdeacon  oj 
Middlesex  (13)  ;  Pye  v.  George  (14) ;  The  Queen  v.  Yarringt^n  (15)  ; 
The  King  v.  The  Justices  of  Kent  (16) ;  Same  v.  Hewes  (17) ;  Hie 
Queen  t?.  The  Jiistices  of  Wilts  (18). 

We  have  fully  considered  this  case ;  and  the  conclusions  at  which  we 
have  arrived,  on  the  different  branches  of  the  subject,  after  careful 
examination  of  the  authorities,  are  as  follows.  Tn  the  first  place  we  are 
of  opinion,  that  there  is  nothing  in  either  the  first  or  the  second  heads 
of  objection.  A  prosecutor  may  no  doubt,  apply  to  the  Court  for  a 
criminal  information.  But  this  is  not  the  ordinary,  or  Common  Law 
mode  of  procedure.  It  is,  moreover,  an  imperfect  mode ;  for  the  prose- 
cutor has  no  means  of  compelling  any  one,  to  make  oath  of  the  facts.  If 
he  have  a  right,  however,  to  proceed  by  the  ordinary  mode,  before  any 
Justice  of  the  Peace,  it  appears  to  us  that  he  ought  to  be  enabled  to 
pursue  it.  "  The  general  principle  of  the  Court  in  issuing  a  mandamus." 
says  Lord  C.  J.  Abbott,  in  The  King  v.  The  Mayor  of  Fo^vey  (19)  "is 
very  well  defined  to  be,  that  whenever  it  is  the  duty  of  a  person  to  do 
an  act,  the  Court  will  order  him  to  do  it."  The  application  appears  to 
us  to  be  rightly  made,  against  the  one  magistrate  only,  who  causes  the 
prosecutor  to  come  here,  and  it  is  not  an  application,  that  the  latter  shall 

(2)  1  DowL  and  L.  lOo.      (3)  2  East  18.      (4)  I  Brod.  and  Bing.  573.     (5)  1  B. 

and  C.  485.     (6)  1  Wm.  Bl.  368.     (7)  5  Mod.  149.     (8)  1  East  186.     (9)  Sayer  13& 

(10)  4  Mol.  379.      (11)  2  Strange  1256.      (12)  11  Mod.  17.      (13)  3  A.  and  E.  615. 

14)  2  Salk.  680.        (15)  1  Salk.  406.        (16)  14  East  399.       (17)  3  A.  and  E  7^2. 

( 18)  8  Dowl.  P.O.  717.       (19)  2  B.  &  C.  590. 
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pursue  any  given  course  whatever.  It  is  desired  merely,  that  the  Jus-  1847. 
tice  shall  proceed  in  the  ordinary  manner.  The  necessity  of  a  warrant  Rkgina 
to  apprehend,  or  any  other  incidental  matter,  is  a  question  with  which 
we  have  nothing  to  da  The  duty  is  imposed  on  us  of  deciding,  first, 
whether  the  Justice  has  jurisdiction.  If  we  hold  that  he  has,  our  direc* 
tion  will  then  simply  be,  that  he  proceed  to  the  exercise  of  it.  On  the 
manner  in  which  that  jurisdiction  shall  be  exercised,  so  as  to  render  it 
effectual,  we  are  not  asked  to  give,  and  we  are  sure  that  we  need  not 
give  either  direction  or  opinion. 

The  only  doubt  entertained  by  any  of  us  was,  how  far  a  private  in- 
dividual could  be  taken  to  be  interested,  in  a  prosecution  of  this  nature ; 
And  whether  the  possession  of  some  personal  or  private  interest  was  not 
essential,  to  entitle  an  applicant  to  this  remedy.  But,  on  consideration, 
we  think  that  the  prosecutor  in 'this  case,  as  a  creditor  of  the  insolvent, 
has  a  sufficient  interest  for  this  purpose  (20).  The  right,  and  in  many 
instances  the  duty  of  individuals,  to  prosecute  for  offences,  have  been 
treated  of  by  text  writers,  and  would  appear  to  be  recognised  by  statute. 
We  also  find  expressions,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
in  the  case  of  The  King'v,  Barron  (21),  which  imply  that  a  mandamus 
might  be  granted,  to  compel  a  preliminary  investigation,  at  the  instance 
of  such  a  prosecutor.  In  that  case,  one  Richardaon  had  been  wounded 
by  some  person,  the  member  of  a  yeomanry  corps,  at  Manchester,  against 
whom,  RicliardaorCa  attorney  applied  to  Mr.  Borron  for  a  warrant,  telling 
that  gentleman,  who  was  a  magistrate  in  the  neighbourhood,  that  if  he 
refused,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  would  be  applied  to.  Mr.  Borron  did 
refuse,  for  reasons  which  he  assigned,  but  said  that  he  would  readily 
investigate  the  charge,  if  the  Court  directed  him  to  do  so.  In  com- 
menting on  that. passage.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Abbott  says — "  The  refusal 
was  on  the  26th  October,  and  a  Mandamus  might  have  been  moved  for, 
on  the  7  th  of  the  following  month  "  an  observation  which,  though  not 
decisive  on  this  question,  is  important,  because  no  Mandamus  appears 
to  have  been  previously  mentioned,  and  the  application  then  under  dis- 
cussion was  one,  in  fact,  for  a  Criminal  Information. 

The  next  objection  is  the  third,  that  the  magistracy  have  no  jurisdic- 
tion, in  any  case,  by  reason  of  a  defect  in  the  form  of  the  commission 
issued  to  them.  The  first  answer  to  this  may  be,  in  a  matter  of  such 
public  and  general  concern,  the  extensive  mischiefs  that  would  flow, 
from  the  yielding  to  such  an  objection.  The  same  form  appears  always 
to   have  been  used  in  this  territory ;  and  it  has  been  acted  under,  for 

(20)  And  see  2  B  &  C.  287.  (21)  3  B.  &  Aid.  432. 
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1847.        twenty  years  and  upwards — a  long  period,  in  the  annab  of  a  young 

Bbgina      colony — to  the  knowledge  of  the  whole  public,  and  (as  we  must  presume) 

W  N^'  TER    ^^^  Legislature.     Unless  impelled,  therefore,  to  such  a  decision^  by  the 

^     ,     _  ,   most  plain,  positive,  and  cogent  rules  of  law,  we  shoidd  be  guilty  of  a 

otejmen  C  J.  ,  «r       «» 

grievous  derelication  of  duty,  were  we  at  this  late  date  to  hold,  that 
every  Justice  of  the  Peace  has  hitherto  acted  without  authority.     Bat» 
fortunately,  we  are  under  no  such  necessity.     The  only  ground  on  whidi 
we  are  asked  to  do  this,  is  the  general  doctrine,  that  ancient  fonns  are 
not,  ordinarily,  to  be  departed  from.     The  doctrine  extends  no  £urthtf ; 
and,  indeed,  if  we  judge  from  the  instances  given,  not  so  far.     For  these 
have  reference,  rather  to   the   moci^,  than  the  /orm  of  appointment. 
Admitting  it,  however,  to  the  fullest  extent,  the  rule  can  only  apply  to 
cases  where  (tompliance  with  it  would  be  practicable.     The  present 
English  form  was,  itself,  an  extensive  alteration  of  one  in  use  for  two 
centuries  j  but  the  alteration  was  effected  by  no  Legislative  authority. 
And,  within  some  twenty  five  years  afterwards,  we  find  Sir  Edtcard 
Coke  recommending  still  further  amendments.    (4  InaL  171.)    But  here 
a  strict  adherence  to  the  English  form  would,  until  of  late  (that  is,  sini^ 
the  introduction  of  trial  by  jury)  have  been  impossible.     Since  that 
period,  however,  the  same  degree  of  adhesion  to  the  English  form  would 
equally  render  the  commission  abortive ;  because,  in  certain  cases,  the 
power  of  the  Justices  to  hear  and  determine  (see  6  Greo.  IV,  c.  69,  s.  3, 
and  13  Geo.  IV,  No.  7,  ss,  3  and  9)  is  to  be  exercised  summanly,  and 
not  by  the  assistance  of  a  jury.     It  is,  indeed,  a  great  error  to  suppose, 
that  every  doctrine  of  every  kind  established  for  a  settled  and  ancient 
kingdom,  is  to  be  applied,  under  all  possible  circumstances,  to  things  and 
persons  in  new  and  distant  dependencies.     In  this  Colony,  the  erection 
of  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions  was  provided  for ;  but  with  a  new  and 
unprecedented  jurisdiction,  and  an  equally  novel  species  of  trial     To 
adapt  the  power  given,  to  the  exercise  of  that  jurisdiction,  and  the 
working  of  that  mode  of  trial,  a  variation  from  the  English  form  became, 
as  we  apprehend,  unavoidable. 

In  addition  to  these  grounds  for  holding  that  the  (mdentform  of  the 
Justices'  Commission,  as  settled  in  and  for  England,  may  (in  the  parti- 
culars objected  to)  be  altered  in  and  for  this  Colony,  is  the  circumstance, 
that  various  Acts  of  tlie  Legislature  have  from  time  to  time  been  passed, 
in  which  the  existence  and  powers  of  Justices,  and  of  the  Courts  of 
Quarter  Sessions,  have  been  recognised.  By  the  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  a 
17,  and  the  Acts  10  Geo.  IV,  No.  7,  and  3  Will  IV,  No.  3,  s.  U, 
Courts  of  General  and  Quarter  Sessions  were  established.  By  the  5  WilL 
IV.,  No.  17,  their  stmimary  jurisdiction  is  recognised  and  confirmed. 
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Courts.  By  the  5  Will.  IV,  No.  22,  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  the  Reoina 
Justices  out  of  Sessions,  is  regulated.  By  the  4  Vic,  Na  22,  s.  12,  yr^^' 
the  Quarter  Sessions  Courts  have  power  given  to  them  to  make  rules. 
By  the  1 0  Vic,  No.  6,  the  power  of  a  Justice  of  the  Peace,  in  this 
Colony,  to  take  examinations,  and  hold  to  bail,  in  criminal  cases,  is 
expressly  recognised.  By  the  7  Vic,  No.  17,  s.  2,  every  Justice  of  the 
Peace  within  the  Colony,  is  enabled  to  act  as  such  at  any  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions  in  Sydney.  Considering  that  all  these  and  othep 
enactments  (of  which  there  is  one,  the  7  Vic,  No.  26,  distinctly  noticing 
the  then  last  Commission),  were  passed  after  the  issue,  and  during  the 
continuance  of  commissions  of  the  peace,  in  their  present  form,  we 
conceive  that  there  is,  in  effect,  a  legislative  acknowledgment  of  their 
validity.  At  the  same  time,  we  do  not  say  that  these  instruments 
might  not  have  been  framed  with  more  care ;  so  as  to  exclude  the 
doubt,  which  might  perhaps  be  raised  whether  a  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  could  or  not^  by  the  terms  used,  be  holden  before  one  Justice 
only.  If  it  could,  by  those  terms,  the  question  would  then  arise, 
whether  a  Court  so  holden  could  be  deemed  legally  constituted,  and 
competent  to  the  exercise  of  the  ordinary  powM:s  ajid  jurisdiction,  of 
Courts  of  Quiurter  Sessions.  It  may  be  observed  that  the  statutes  of 
Edward  III,  authorising  commissions  to  Justices  to  hear  and  determine, 
do  not  prescribe  the  number  of  Justices  to  be  assigned  for  that  purpose. 
That  was  a  matter  settled  by  the  Commission,  in  the  particular  clause 
conferring  that  power. 

Tlie  fourth  objection  is  that  on  which  the  question  of  most  difficulty 
arises.  Our  opinion  on  it,  however,  is  :  First,  that  Courts  of  Quarter 
Sessions  have  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  fraudulent  insolvency ;  and 
secondly,  that  even  if  they  have  not,  yet  a  justice  out  of  Sessions  has 
jurisdiction  to  examine  into  the  guilt  of  the  party  charged,  and  to 
apprehend  and  hold  him  to  bail,  as  in  any  other  case  of  misdemeanour. 
As  to  the  latter  point,  the  distinction  between  a  jurisdiction  for  trial 
and  one  for  inquiry  was  certainly  doubted  by  Mr.  Justice  Wightmaii, 
though  that  question  was  not  decided  in  The  Queen  v.  Bartlett  (22). 
3ut  in  Com,  Dig.,  Justices  of  Peace^  B.  2,  and  Bac.  Ab.y  sama  title^  E., 
it  is  laid  down  that  the  Justices  have  not  authority  to  try  treason  or 
misprision  of  treason,  or  prsemunire,  yet  they  may  in  such  cases  appre- 
hend and  commit.  So,  in  The  King  v.  Kimherley  (23),  it  was  decided 
that  a  Justice  could  commit  for  a  murder  done  in  Ireland.      Nor  is  it 

(22)  1  Dowl.  k  L.  106.  (23)  2  Strange  848. 
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1847.         unimportant  to  observe  that  if  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  can  only  inquire 
Regika      ^^  cases,  where  he  can  also  try,  unless  it  be  for  a  breach  of  the  peace 
^    *'•  or  some  offence  tending  thereto,  there  will  in  this  colony  be  many 

instances  in  which  offences  will  escape  punishment.  The  Attorney- 
General  no  doubt  has  power  to  prosecute,  and  this  Court  in  certain 
cases  may  sanction  a  prosecution.  But  neither  the  one  nor  the  other 
can  procure  testimony  or  compel  a  single  witness  against  his  will,  to 
disclose  the  necessary  facts.  Supposing,  however,  that  Justices  can 
only  inquire  in  such  cases,  or  where  they  can  also  hear  and  determine, 
the  next  question  is  whether  the  position  in  4  Bl.  Com,,  271,  that  the 
Quarter  Sessions  cannot  try  any  newly-created  offence,  without  express 
power  given  them,  be  correct.  The  cases  cited  in  support  of  that 
position  are  Regiiia  v,  Yarrington  (24),  Bex  v.  Buggs  (25),  and  Regina 
V.  Smith  (26).  Now,  in  the  first  of  those  cases,  the  offence  was  foi^ery 
at  the  common  law,  so  that  the  dictum  respecting  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Sessions  over  offences  created  by  Statute,  was  extrajudicial.  The 
other  two  cases  prove  too  much,  for  in  them  the  offence  was  not  indict- 
able at  all.  In  each  of  those  the  offence  was  created  by  a  Statute, 
which  in  the  prohibitory  clause  specified  another  remedy.  That  remedy, 
therefore,  and  no  other,  was  the  one  to  be  pursued.  1.  SauruL,  135, 
note  4,  and  note  9  in  V.  Williams'  edition.  For  the  same  reason  the 
cases  of  Rex.  v.  Glatigh  (27),  Rex  r.  James  (28),  and  Rex  t?.  Alsop  (29), 
appear  to  us  to  be  equally  inefficacious  to  establish  the  position  cited. 
In  one  or  more  of  the  Statutes,  on  which  the  last-mentioned  cases  were 
decisions,  though  the  penalty  was  in  the  prohibitory  clause,  the  method 
of  proceeding  for  it  was  in  a  subsequent  section.  According,  therefore, 
to  the  text  in  Arch.  Crim,  PL  2,  an  indictment  would  lie.  But  having 
carefully  examined  the  authorities,  which  are  referred  to  for  that  pasi- 
tion,  we  find  that  they  fail  to  sustain  it.  We  take  the  true  rule  to  be 
as  laid  down  in  Dick,  Q.  S.,  by  Ta^fourd,  129,  that  the  Sessions  may  try 
offences  created  since  the  institution  of  such  Coui-ts,  unless  the  trial  be 
expressly  given  to  some  other  Court,  Com.  Dig.,  Justices  of  Peace,  B. 
3.  For  that  reason  they  could  not  try  forgeiy  against  the  5  Eliz.,  c. 
14 ;  that  statute  having  limited  the  trial  to  Justices  of  Oyer  and  Ter- 
miner, 2  Inst,  103.  This  will  explain  the  decision  in  Rex  v.  Bristle 
(30),  where  the  offence  was,  the  not  having  taken  the  oath  of  allegiance, 
or  the  sacrament.  For,  by  the  statutes  creating  those  offences,  the 
jurisdiction  over  them  was  similarly  restricted.  That  the  Quarter  Ses- 
sions can  try  nil  felonies,  though  newly  created,  has  never  been  doubted, 

(24)  1  Salk.  406.  (23)  4  Mod.  370.  (26)  2  Ld.  Kay.  1144 ;  2  Salk.  630. 

(27)  5  Mod.  149.       (28)  2  Strange  125S.       (29)  4  Mod.  51.       (30)  Sayer  13a 
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and  for  the  position  that  they  cannot  equally  try  misdeniea^fiors  (those,        1847. 
at  any  rate,  which  are  within  the  terms  of  their  commission,  expressly      Rkoina 
or  by  reasonable  intendment),  merely  because  they  are  newly  created,  J'* 

VVINDJ5YER. 


no  satisfactory  reason  can  be  given. 

If  the  offence  be  not  excluded,  because  of  its  being  newly  created, 
the  remaining  question  is — whether  it  be  so  by  reason  of  its  having  no 
tendency  (assuming  that  it  has  no  such  tendency),  to  a  breach  of  the 
peace.  To  show  that  the  Quarter  Sessions  have  jurisdiction,  only,  in 
cases  of  misdemeanor,  where  there  is  such  a  tendency,  the  cases  of 
Butt  V,  Conan  (31)  and  The  Queen  v.  Bartlett  (32)  were  strongly 
pressed  on  us.  In  the  former,  the  ground  of  the  decision  that  a  Justice 
can  commit,  in  cases  of  libel,  was  certainly  put  on  the  ground  of  their 
having  that  tendency.  And  in  the  latter,  the  Judge  undoubtedly 
intimates  an  opinion,  tliat  the  Sessions  had  no  jurisdiction  in  cases  of 
perjury  (that  is,  at  the  common  law),  because  that  crime  had  7io 
tendency  to  a  breach  of  the  peace.  Tlie  present,  however,  is  a  case  of 
fraudulent  removal  of  goods,  to  the  injuiy  of  creditore.  It  would  be 
impossible  to  say,  that  such  an  offence  was  not  a  trespass,  in  the  strict 
sense  of  the  term,  and  very  difficult  to  maintain,  that  it  was  not  quite 
as  much  a  personal  wrong,  and  calculated  to  excite  a  breach  of  the 
peace,  as  a  cheat  a  conspiracy,  or  a  solicitation  to  steal.  Yet  these,  it 
is  clear  are  all  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Sessions.  The  last  was 
held  to  be  so,  after  solemn  argument,  in  The  King  v.  Hiygina  (33),  and  the 
words  of  Lord  Kenyan^  in  that  case,  are  remarkable.  "  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion,  that  this  is  indictable  at  the  Quarter  Sessions,  as  falling  in 
with  that  class  of  offences,  which  being  a  violation  of  the  law  of  the 
land,  have  a  tendency^  as  it  is  said,  to  a  breach  of  the  peace ;  and  are 
therefore  cognizable  by  that  jurisdiction.  To  this  general  rule,  there 
are  indeed  two  exceptions ;  namely,  forgery  and  perjury.  Why 
excepted,  I  know  not ;  but  having  been  expressly  so  adjudged,  I  will 
not  break  through  the  rules  of  law.  No  other  exceptions,  however, 
have  been  allowed ;  and  therefore  this  falls  within  the  general  rule." 
That  the  Sessions  have  jurisdiction  over  conspiracies,  was  decided  in 
The  King  v,  Rispal  (34).  Lord  Mansfield  there  said — "  The  cases  of 
perjury,  forgery,  and  usury,  stand  on  their  own  special  grounds.  This 
offence  of  conspiracy  is  a  trespass ;  and  trespasses  are  indictable  at 
Sessions,  though  not  committed  vi  et  armis^  The  word  trespass  is  said 
by  HawkinSy  to  include  all  inferior  offences  that  are  against  the  peace, 
either  directly  or  by  construction,     2  Ilawk,  P,C,  cap.  8,  s.  38.     So 

(31)  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  573.        (32)  1  Dowl.  k  L.  105.        (33)  2  East  18. 

(34)  1  Wm.  Bl.  368. 
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1847.        according  to  Ooke^  in  his  oomnientaiy  on  the  Statute  of  Westminster 


Reoina      second,  trespass  may  be  taken  to  mean  any  outrage  or  misdemeanor. 
WiNDBTER    ^  ^^^'  ^^^'     Accordingly,  in  TaJlfimrd^a  Dick  Q.S.  the  law  as  to  the 

^     ,     ^  ,    Sessions  jurisdiction  is  thus  laid  down.     '*  In  the  result  it  appears  Uiat 
Stephen  C.J.  ^ 

the  Quarter  Sessions  have  power  to  try  all  indictable  offences,  whether 
offences  at  common  law,  or  created  by  Statute ;  with  the  exception  of 
treason,  misprision  of  treason,  pnemunire,  forgery,  and  perjury  at  com- 
mon  law,  and  perhaps  usury.     The  three  last  exceptions  do  not  admit 
of  being  referred  to  any  principle,  as  the  reason  assigned,  that  they  do 
not  direcity  tend  to  produce  breaches  of  the  peace,  will  equally  apply  to 
many  other  offences,  over  which  the  Sessions  have  undoubtedly  jurisdic- 
tion.''   The  summary  thus  given,  it  appears  to  us,  is  supported  by  the 
language  of  the  Statutes,  18  Ed.  Ill,  c.  2,  and  34  Ed.  Ill,  c.  1,  which 
gave  rise  to  the  powers,  in  fact,  exercised  by  Justices  in  Sessions.     By 
the  former  it  was  enacted,  *^  that  certain  persons  in  each  county  should 
be  assigned,  to  hear  and  determine  felonies  and  trespasses  done  against 
the  peace.*'     By  the  latter,  the  persons  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  (it  is 
enacted)  shall  have  power  to  restrain  offenders,  and  to  pursue  and 
arrest  them,  and  also  to  hear  and  determine,  at  the  King's  suit,  all 
manner  of  felonies  and  trespasses  "  done  in  the  county.     The  difference 
in  the  terms  used,  as  to  this  point,  in  the  two  Statutes  have  not  (that 
we  know  of)  been  before  noticed  ;  but  we  think  it  most  material.     The 
enactments  are  each  in  pari  materia^  and  the  one  provides  for  a  juris- 
diction, only,  over  trespasses  against  the  peace; — the  other  gives  or 
provides  for  a  jurisdiction,  over  "all  manner  of  trespasses."     The  dis- 
tinction having  been  thus  made,  we  are  of  opinion  that,  by  force  of  the 
last-mentioned  enactment  (and  looking  at  the  terms  of  the  commission, 
which  extend  to  all  trespasses  whaisoever^  in  connection  with  it),  not 
only  trespasses  strictly  against  the  peace,  or  having  a  tendency  to  a 
breach  of  the  peace,  but  all  trespasses  in  the  largest  sense,  being  against 
the  peace  by  eonstruction  and  intendment  only,  are  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  Justices  of  the  Peace,  in  and  out  of  Sessions.     This  mode  of 
construction  is  adopted  on  the  authority  of  Hyde  v.  Johnson  (35),  which 
we  have  followed  on  other  occasions.     The  conclusion  at  which  we  have 
arrived,  however,  in  favour  of  the  jurisdiction,  may,  in  our  opinion  be 
supported   without  reliance  on  the  argument  drawn  from   that  ccm- 
struction. 

On  the  whole  case,  the  result  is  as  follows.     We  think  that  the 
excellent  magistrate,  against  whom  the  application  is  made,  considering 

(33)  2  Ring.  N.C.  776. 
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the  doubts  suggested,  was  justified  in  desiring  the  opinion  of  this  Court        1847. 
to  be  taken,  on  a  point  of  certainly  no  small  diflSculty.     But  that  opinion      Reqixa 
is,  that  he  has  the  jurisdiction  which  be  was  requested  to  exercise:  that   „,    ^• 

^ IN DEFER 

the  prosecutor  was  entitled,  on  his  declining  to  proceed  with  the  enquiry, 
in  the  usual  course,  to  apply  to  this  Court  for  its  interposition;  and  that 
the  mandamus  asked  for,  must  consequently  go.  The  rule  for  the  writ, 
therefore,  is  made  absolute. 

Bide  absolute. 
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1847. 

Juiie  12. 

Stephen  C.J, 

Dickinmn  J. 

and 

Therry  J. 


POLACK  V,  MILNE.  (1) 

Sch't  facias  on  a  judgment — Joint  ofitinctors — contribution—^  Vic.,  Xo.  6, 

Hccy.  17  d:  23. 

Declaration  in  sci.  fa.  against  defendants  as  joint  contractors  with  S.  &  S.  against 
whom  a  judgment  had  been  obtained,  which  was  still  unsatisfied,  to  recover  execu- 
tion, under  4  Vic,  No.  6,  sec.  17.  Hekl,  on  demurrer,  that  a  plea  denying  that  the 
damages  are  still  unsatisfied  is  bad,  for  traversing  the  non-payment  which  was 
prematurely  alleged  in  the  declaration. 

A  plea  denying  that  S.  &  S.  were  authorised  to  do  the  act  for  which  damages 
had  been  given,  and  that  defendants  had  any  opportunity  to  defend  the  said  action, 
no  fraud  being  suggested,  is  bad. 

A  plea  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  paid  and  satisfied  and  was  oollusively,  and  at 
the  instance  of  S.  &  S.,  bringing  this  action  to  recover  a  contribution  from  the 
defendants  for  the  benefit  of  S.  &  S.  is  bad,  the  facts  averred  showing  nothing 
deceitful  or  fraudulent.  The  Court  will  not  on  objections  entered  by  the  defen- 
dant  in  the  demurrer  book,  to  the  declaration,  allow  the  defendant  to  question  the 
propriety  of  the  judgment  before  obtained. 

The  reserved  judgment  in  this  case  was  delivered,  on  June  12,  by, — 

Dickinson,  J.  This  was  an  action  in  a  scire  fouoiaa  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  from  the  defendant  execution  of  a  judgment  re- 
covered in  an  action  of  trover,  against  Alexander  Brodie  Spark  and 
Thomas  Shadforth^  as  members  of  a  certain  copartnership,  carrying  on 
business  in  the  said  colony  of  New  South  Wales,  under  the  name  and 
style  of  the  General  Steam  Navigation  Company,  who  were  sued  in 
such  action  as  such  members  as  aforesaid,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said 
co-partnership,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  a  certain  Act  of  the 
Governor  and  Council  of  our  said  colony,  made  and  passed  in  the  fourth 
year  of  our  reign,  and  intituled  '*An  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the 
laws  relating  to  actions  against  persons  sued  as  joint  contractors,"  for 
the  conversion  by  the  said  co-partnership  of  the  plaintifTs  goods.  The 
declaration  further  alleged,  that  the  damages  were  then  unpaid  and  un- 
satisfied, and  that  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  conversion  was 
a  member  of  the  said  co-partnership. 

To  this  declaration  the  defendant  pleaded,  thirdly,  That  the  damages 
did  not  still  remain  unsatisfied.  Fourthly,  that  the  said  alleged  conver- 
sion by  the  said  co-partnership  was  not  a  conversion  by  him  nor  one  to 

(1)  The  Sydmy  Morning  Herald,  April  17,  June  14,  1847. 
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which  he  was  party,  nor  one  authorised  or  assented  to  by  him  or  by  the  1847. 
said  co-partnership ;  and  that  he  had  no  notice  nor  any  knowledge  before  Polack 
the  recovery  of  the  said  judgment  of  the  plaintiff  having  brought  the 
action,  or  any  opportunity  whatsoever  of  making  a  defence  to  it.  And 
fifthly,  That  the  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  for  a  conversion  for 
which  he  was  not  liable,  as  the  plaintiff  and  Alexander  Brodie  Spark 
and  TJiomas  Shadforth,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
and  of  the  recovery  of  the  said  judgment,  and  of  the  payment  and  satis- 
faction in  the  plea  after  mentioned,  well  knew ;  and  that  after  the 
recovery  of  the  said  judgment,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  on  the  scire  facias^  the  plaintiff  was  paid  and  satisfied  the  damages 
for  the  said  conversion  by  some  person  whose  name  was  to  him  un- 
known, and  that  afterwards  the  plaintiff,  well  knowing  the  premises  in 
that  plea  mentioned,  and  then  having  no  further  interest  whatsoever  in 
the  said  judgment,  fraudulently  and  deceitfully,  and  by  connivance  with 
Alexander  Brodie  Sjmrk  and  Thomas  Shadforth^  as  members  of  the  said 
co-partnership,  and  to  the  said  person  whose  name  was  to  him  unknown, 
and  with  divers  other  persons  whose  names  were  respectively  unknown 
to  him,  did  suffer  and  allow  the  scire  facias  to  be  issued  upon  tlie  judg- 
ment against  this  defendant,  and  to  be  served  upon  him  in  order  that 
a  portion  of  the  amount  of  the  said  damages  and  costs  might  be  obtained 
from  him,  as  a  member  of  the  said  co-partnership  as  by  way  of  contri- 
bution, he  not  being  liable  to  contribute,  and  with  intent  to  benefit 
Alexander  Brodie  Spark  and  Thomas  Shadforth,  as  such  members  as 
aforesaid,  and  the  said  several  persons  whose  names  were  to  him  un- 
known, and  not  to  benefit  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  ple&s,  for  the 
causes  (among  others)  noticed  in  our  judgment ;  and  the  defendant  in 
the  demurrer  book  gave  notice  that  he  should  object  to  the  declaration 
in  the  scire  /ados,  because  it  showed  that  the  original  judgment  was 
wrongly  entered  up  for  the  plaintiff,  for  a  cause  of  action  for  which  the 
co-partnership  never  could  never  have  been  liable  under  the  local  Act 
hereafter  mentioned. 

In  the  demurrer  book  the  defendant  gave  notice  that  upon  the  argu- 
ment he  would  object  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  declaration,  upon  the 
grounds  that  it  did  not  show  any  liability  on  his  part  to  pay  the  damages 
recovered  in  an  action  of  tort  against  Spark  and  Shaclforthy  that  it  did 
not  show  that  Spark  and  Shadforth  were  sued  as  joint  contractors,  and 
that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  name  of  the  defendant  as  an  actual 
partner  of  the  said  co-partnership  was  at  any  time  unknown  to  the  said 
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1847.  Abraham  PoiacJc,  or  otherwise  unknown ;  and  that  it  did  not  show  that 
PoL^CK  *^^^  defendant  was  a  member  of  the  said  co-partnership  at  the  time  of 
the  said  conversion,  and  that  was  quite  consistent  with  the  allegatitms 
in  the  declaration  that  the  defendant  never  authorised  either  express] j-, 
or  by  construction  of  the  law,  the  oommiasion  of  the  said  tort  by  the  said 
co-partnership,  and  that  this  defendant  first  became  a  member  of  the 
General  Steam  Navigation  Company  on  tiiie  day  that  judgment  was 
recovered  against  the  said  Alexa/nder  Brodie  Spark  and  Thoma8  Shad- 
forth ;  and  that  i^e  defendant  did  not  in  so  becoming  a  member  of  the 
said  co-partnership  contract  any  liability  either  for  breaches  of  contracts 
or  torts  previously  committed  by  the  said  co-partnership. 

The  plaintifi^  seek  to  charge  the  defendant  in  execution  upon  this 
judgment  against  Spark  and  Sluidforth,  by  virtue  of  the  local  Act,  4 
Vic,  No.  6,  sec.  17  and  sec.  24. 

The  17th  section  is  thus  worded  :  "And  whereas  in  some  cases  busi- 
ness is  carried  on  in  the  said  colony  by  persons  in  co-partnership,  or  by 
one  individual  or  more  assuming  the  style  of  a  eo-partnership,  or  acting 
as  agent  or  agents  for  a  co-partnership,  and  in  some  of  these  cases  the 
names  of  the  actual  members  of  such  co-partnership,  or  of  some  of  th&a, 
are,  or  may  be  unknown,  and  in  order  to  prevent  any  failure  of  justice 
in  such  cases  :  Be  it  enacted,  that  every  such  co-partnership,  and  the 
several  members  thereof,  or  the  persons  or  person  having  carried  on 
business  under  the  style  of  any  such  co-partnership,  may  be  sued  in  any 
action  at  law  in  the  name  or  names  of  any  one  or  more  of  tJie  members 
of  such  CO  partnership,  on  behalf  of  all  the  members  composing  the  same, 
or  in  the  name  or  names  of  such  agent  or  agents  for  and  on  behalf  of 
such  co-partnership,  so  a>s  that  in  all  cases  wherein  it  uxnild  hatx  been 
necessary,  if  this  Act  had  not  been  passed,  to  mention  the 'names  of  all  the 
members  composing  any  such  co-partnership,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  men- 
tion only  the  name  or  names  of  such  one  or  more  member  or  members, 
or  of  such  agent  or  agents  on  behalf  of  such  co-partnership  ;  and  eveiy 
judgment  obtained  in  any  such  action  shall  have  the  same  effect  and 
operation  upon  the  property,  both  real  and  personal,  of  such  co-partner- 
ship, and  also  upon  the  property  and  persons  of  the  several  members 
thereof,  when  discovered,  whether  such  property  be  joint  or  separate,  as 
if  every  member  of  such  co-partnership  had  been  actually  and  in  facta 
defendant  in  the  action." 

Section  23  is  :  '*  And  be  it  enacted  that  nothing  in  this  Act  eontained 
shall  extend  to  any  action  of  trespass  or  other  action  in  tort  (trover  or 
detinue  excepted)  but  to  actions  on 'or.  arising  out  of  contract  only. 
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The  demoiTerB  were  argued  last  Term  by  Mr.  Broadkurti^  for  the        1847. 
plaintiff,  and  Mr.  Fisher,  for  the  defendant     Mr.  Broadhuret  cited      Polack 
BradUey  v.  E^e  (2);  Simpson  v.  LordHowdsn  (3).      Mr.  Fisher  cited       ^\ 
Phillipson  v.  Tempest  (4) ;  Bradley  v,  Urqukart  (5) ;  Bosamquet  v.  Rons- 
ford  (6)  ;  Fhittipson  v.  Lard  Egreimmt  (7). 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  third  plea  is  bad,  for  traversing  the  pay- 
ment which  was  prematurely  alleged  in  tlie  declaration.  Hollis  v, 
Falmer  (8).  The  plea  of  payment  must  necessarily  be  one  in  confes- 
sion and  avoidance,  as  it  never  could  have  been  pleaded  at  all  before 
the  Statute  4  and  5  Anne,  c.  16,  section  12.  Had  the  averment  of 
non-payment  of  damages  been  requisite  by  common  law  in  the  declara- 
tion of  the  scire  facias,  the  defendant  would  have  wanted  no  statutory 
aid  to  enable  him  to  traverse  such  an  allegation.  The  allegation  of 
payment  was  therefore  unnecessarily  made  in  the  declaration  upon  this 
scire  facias. 

We  are  of  opinion  also  that  the  fourth  plea  is  bad.  By  that  plea  he 
admits  he  was  a  partner  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  and  by  the  local 
Act  the  whole  partnership  became  the  defendants  in  the  action.  We 
think,  therefore  (as  the  plea  suggests  no  fraud  upon  him),  the  defendant 
cannot  be  admitted  to  say  he  had  no  opportunity  of  defending  the 
original  action,  not  to  aver  the  other  matters  in  the  fourth  plea  contained, 
inasmuch  as  they  would  have  been  good  defence  to  the  last-mentioned 
action. 

Wo  think,  moreover,  that  the  fifth  plea  is  bad.  It  states  that  the 
action  was  brought  for  a  conversion  for  which  the  defendant  was  liable, 
as  the  plaintiff  and  nominal  defendants  in  the  suit  well  knew,  {a) 

The  fifth  plea  appears  to  have  been  framed  on  the  model  of  one  of  the 
pleas  in  FhUlipson  v.  Lord  Fgrenwnt  (9).  In  that  case  a  plea,  that  the 
original  action  was  brought  against  the  registered  officer  for  a  demand, 
^n  which  neither  he,  nor  the  defendant,  nor  the  company,  was  by  law 
liable,  and  that  such  regibtei*ed  officer  and  the  plaintiff  well  knowing 
the  premises,  the  registered  officer  fraudulently  and  by  connivance  with 
the  plaintiff,  suffered  judgment  by  default,  in  order  and  with  intent 
that  the  plaintiff  might  sue  for  and  recover  the  amount  against  the 
defendant  was  held  good.  But  it  appears  to  us  that  for  aught  that 
appears  in  the  fifth  plea,   Sjxirk  and  Shadforth,  may  have  honestly 

(2)  11  M.  and  W.  432.  (3)  9  01  and  Fin.  61.  (4)  1  D.  and  L.  209.  (5)  11 
M.  and  W.  456.  (6)  11  A.  and  E.  520.  (7)  6  Q.  B.  687.  (8)  2  Bing.  N.C.  713. 
(9)  6  Q.  B.  587.    (a)  ?  Not  liable. 


Milne. 
Dickinson  J. 
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1847.  defended  the  original  action  for  the  benefit  of  the  co-partnership  upon 
PoLACK  ^^^  ^'^U  ground  alleged  by  the  defendant ;  that  being  unsuccessful  in 
that  defence,  and  the  co-partnership  and  the  defendant  having  become 
liable  to  a  writ  of  execution,  some  friend  of  Sjxirk  and  Shadforik^  in 
order  that  they  should  not  indivlduallj  bear  the  whole  loss  in  the  first  in- 
stance, but  that  the  defendant  should  at  once  contribute  his  share  towards 
the  common  calamity  of  his  partnership,  bought  the  plaintiff's  judg- 
ment, and  used  his  name  in  the  scire  facias  against  the  defendant 
Such  an  argument,  we  think,  would  not  be  wrong  in  itself,  and  cannot 
l3e  worse,  because  the  defendant  in  his  fifth  plea  calls  it  a  connivance, 
and  without  the  averment  of  other  facts  than  those  mentioned  in  the 
fifth  plea,  we  see  nothing  fraudulent  or  deceitful  in  it;  and  the  assertion 
that  there  is  fraud  and  deceit^  without  facts  to  show  those  incidents, 
we  think,  amounts  to  nothing.  We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the 
fifth  plea  is  insufficient. 

As  to  the  objections  to  the  declaration,  they  might  have  been  sufficient 
to  induce  the  Court  to  have  arretted  the  judgment,  or  they  may  now  be 
valid  to  induce  the  Court  of  Appeal  to  reverse  it,  but  this  Court  having 
given  its  judgment,  cannot  have  its  propriety  questioned  in  the  pro- 
ceeding which  it  has  taken  to  enforce  it.  The  judgment  of  the  Court 
is  therefore  for  the  plaintiff. 

Demurrer  upheld. 
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POLACK  V.  TOOTH.  (1)  i847. 


Si:i.  fa,  on  judgment — Plea  of  Judgment  satisfied  by  payment — CJieque  for  smaller  ^ 

wm—A  &  6  Ame,  c.  16,  sec,  12.  ^^Pj^^  ^•^• 

Dtcktnson  J. 

A  plea  to  a  declaration,  in  sci.  fa.  on  a  judgment,  that  after  the  recovery  of  the     Theny  J. 
judgment  the  defendant  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  a  cheque  to  the  full  satisfaction 
thereof  is  bad. 

Accord  and  satisfaction  is  not  pleadable  to  an  action  on  a  judgment. 

The  statute  4  and  5  Anne,  c.  16,  sec.  12,  has  only  made  payment  of  the  whole  of 
the  debt  a  defence. 

This  was  a  demurrer  to  the  defendant's  plea  to  a  declaration,  in  scire 
facias  on  a  jadgment.  The  plea  stated  that  the  defendant  gave  to  the 
plaintiff  a  negotiable  cheque  upon  a  bank,  in  satisfaction  and  discharge 
of  a  large  amount  claimed  "by  the  declaration.  To  this  a  demurrer  was 
filed,  assigning  as  grounds,  that  a  smaller  sum  was  pleaded  as  paid  in 
satisfaction  of  a  greater,  without  any  circumstances  stated  to  show  that 
the  smaller  sum  could  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  debt ;  nor 
was  it  averred  that  the  cheque  was  paid. 

Broadhurst,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  5  Coke,  117,  and  1  Strange 
and  Smithes  Leading  Cases,  146. 

Fisher,  in  support  of  the  plea.  Baker  v.  Walker  (2) ;  Walters  v. 
Smith  (3) ;  3  Bur^,  Chitty  on  Bills ;  and  Sibree  v.  Tripp,  (4) 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by —  Aug.  18. 

The  Chief  Justice.  The  question  in  this  case  arises  on  a  demurrer 
to  the  plea.  The  declamtion  in  Scire  Facias  on  a  judgment,  states  the 
recovery  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  sum  of  four  thousand  six  hundred  and 
eighty  pounds,  in  an  action  of  trover  against  a  company  ;  of  which  the 
defendant  was  then,  and  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  a  member.  To 
this  the  defendant  pleads,  that  after  the  recovery  of  the  judgment^  he 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  who  then  accepted  from  him,  a  certain  nego- 
tiable instrument  called  a  hanker^ s  cheqiie,  payable  to  beaver,  for  the  sum 
of  seventy-eight  pounds,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  money 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  July  31,  Aug.  19,  1847.        (2)  14  M.  &  W.  465. 

(3)  2  B.  &  Ad.  889.        (4)  15  M.  &  W.  23. 


Stephen  C.J. 
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1847.  so  recovered.  The  plaintiff  demurs  specially — ^for  reasons  of  which  it 
PoLACK  is  necessary  to  mention  two  only;  first,  that  accord  and  satisfaction 
^  *'•  merely,  is  nob  pleadable  to  a  declaration  on  a  judgment ;  and,  secondly, 

that  even  supposing  the  cheque  to  have  heen  2>aid,  which  was  not  alleged, 
the  payment  of  a  smaller  sum  cannot,  without  special  circumstances 
shown,  operate  in  law  as  satisfaction  of  greater. 

On  the  argument,  Mr.  BroctdhurH  contended  for  the  plaintiff,  that 
to  a  scire /acias  on  a  judgment,  payment  itself  was  pleadable,  only,  by 
\drtue  of  the  Statute  4  and  5  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  12  ;  and  that  that  enact- 
ment applied,  solely,  to  cases  of  payment  of  the  whole  sum,  but  that  the 
payment  of  a  less  sum,  or  delivery  of  something  refNPesentiDg  a  less  sum, 
in  saUgfctction  of  the  whole,  waa  clearly  no  defence.  In  answer  to  this, 
Mr.  Fisher  for  the  defendant  relied  on  the  case  of  Sibree  v,  Tripp  (5), 
which,  he  maintained,  was  a  decisive  authority  in  his  favour. 

We  have  looked  into  that  ca«e;  and  we  are  of  opinion,  that  ithaano 
application  to  the  present.  Thai  was  an  action  on  a  promissory  note, 
and  also  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  stated  To  the 
latter  counts  the  defendant^  pleaded  that  an  action  had  previonsly  been 
brought  for  the  same  money ;  that  he  then  disputed  the  claim,  and 
denied  owing  the  money  ;  and  that,  to  settle  such  dispute,  and  finally 
to  determine  the  action,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  receive  certain  promissory 
notes,  payable  to  order ;  which  the  defendant  accordingly  gave,  and  the 
plaintiff  then  took,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge.  The  Court  held, 
certainly,  that  the  plea  was  good  ;  notwithstanding  that  one  of  the 
notes  remained  in  fact  unpaid,  that  none  were  in  the  plea  alleged  to 
have  been  paid^  and  that  the  whole,  had  they  been  paid,  were  unitedly 
for  an  amount  considerably  less  than  that,  in  liquidation  of  which 
they  were  given.  Nothing  more  was  thereby  decided,  however,  than 
that  the  acceptance  of  a  negotiable  security  may  be  pleaded,  in  satis- 
faction of  a  debt  due  on  a  simple  contract.  It  is  not  quite  clear,  indeed, 
that  the  case  is  a  distinct  authority,  even  to  that  extent.  For,  although 
Baron  Parke  rests  his  judgment  alone  on  the  aoceptance  of  the  not^s 
(which,,  he  conceives,  being  things  of  uncertain  value,  and  therefore 
possibly  greater  than,  the  amount  claimed,  are  on  the  footiug  of  chaiieh 
and  so  reoeivable  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  to  any  amount),  and  he 
throws  out  of  consideration,  therefore,  the  ciroumstance  of  the  daim 
having  been  disputed^  the  other  Judges  appear  to  have  sustained  the 
plea,  partly  on  two  grounds;  that  is  to  say,  not  alone  because  the  satis* 
faction  was  by  a  negotiable  security,  but  because  the  matter  satisfied 

(5)  15  M;  and  W.  23.. 
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was  one  disputablei  and  in  fact  disputed  between  the  parties,  and  there-        lii47. 
fore  a  justification  of  the  compromise,  or  arrangement  for  liquidation      Polack 
entered  into.     (See  judgment  of  Pollock,  C.B,,  p.  32,  and  of  Baron 
AldersoTiy  p.  38.) 


r. 
Tooth. 


Stephen  C.J. 


But^  assuming  the  decision  to  be  as  supposed,  that  a  negotiable 
security  for  a  less  sum  may  be  a  satis^tion  of  a  liquidated  and 
admitted  debt,  to  a  greater  amount,  and  assuming  that  a  banker's  cheque 
is  a  security  of  that  nature,  it  is  no  authority  for  the  plea  in  this  case, 
which  is  pleaded  to  an  action  on  a  specialty.  Baron  Fark&  expressly 
confines  his  judgment,  in  Sihree  v.  Trijfp,  to  the  satis&^etion  of  debts  on 
simple  contract;  and  says  : — *^  In  the  case  of  a  contract  under  seal,  it  is 
different.  If  the  contract  be  by  bond,  or  covenant,  it  can  be  deter- 
mined only  by  some^ing  of  an  equal  or  higher  nature  ''  (p.  34).  Now, 
a  judgment  debt  is  of  higher  degree,  in  the  course  of  administration, 
than  a  bond  debt ;  and  therefore,  d,  fortiori^  the  acceptance  by  parol j  or 
agreement  in  writing,  of  a  thing  of  uncertain  value,  cannot  be  a  satis- 
faction of  a  judgment  debt.  In  2  Saund,  (edit,  by  Vaiighan  Williams) 
p.  72,  C.C.,  the  matters  are  enumerated,  which  may  be  pleaded  to  a 
scire /acias  on  a  judgment ;  and  no  such  defence  as  that  here  relied  on 
is  among  them.  At  the  common  law,  even  the  acceptance  of  the 
whole  debt  could  not  have  been  so  pleaded,  by  reason  of  the  different 
degrees  of  the  debt,  and  the  satisfaction.  And  we  think,  tliat  aU  which 
the  Statute  of  Anne  has  done  is  to  alter  the  law  in  that  respect ;  and 
make  payment  of  the  whole  a  defence — but  not  the  payment  or  receipt 
of  a  part,  pleadable.  We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  plea  in  this 
case  is  bad  ;  and  the  plaintiff  consequently  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Demurrer  upheld. 
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1847.  BORTHWICK  v,  BINGLE.    (1) 

Trejqiosa — Pita  of  depaaliiring  license  from  Ci-oicn. 


April  23. 

fytephen  C.J. 
Dickinson  J. 

and  In  an  action  for  trespass  on  certain  Crown  lauds  in  the  possession  of  tlie  plaintiff, 

Therry  J.  jt  was  held,  on  demurrer  to  the  defendant's  plea,  alleging  that  he  held  a  depastur- 
ing license  from  the  Crown,  that  the  defendant  must  succeed,  and  that  the  lioense, 
though  it  gave  no  actual  property  in  the  land  against  the  Crown,  would  convey  to 
the  holder  a  defeasible  right  to  go  upon  the  land,  for  the  purpose  of  depasturing, 
notwithstanding  its  possession  by  any  person  not  holding  such  a  license. 

This  was  an  action  for  trespass  upon  certain  lands  beyond  the  boun- 
daries, in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded, 
among  other  things,  a  depasturing  license  from  the  Crown.  To  this  the 
plaintiff  demurred. 

Lowe,  in  support  of  the  demuiTer.  The  whole  effect  of  the  license  is 
merely  to  prevent  the  Crown  from  treating  the  holder  of  the  license  as 
a  trespasser,  and  is  of  no  avail  between  subject  and  subject, 

Fisher,  for  the  defendant.  The  license  confers  a  good  title  upon  its 
holder  as  against  any  wrong  doer,  and  the  Court  must  take  judicial 
cognizance  of  a  custom  and  practice  which  may  be  regarded  as  a  usage 
of  the  colony. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  must  succeed.     The 
plea  admitted  that  the  land  in  question  was  in  the  possession  of  the 
plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  depasturing  his  stock, which  would  be  suffi- 
cient for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  maintain  trespass ;  but  the 
defendant  had  relied  upon  a  license  from  the  Government  as  a  justifica- 
tion for  his  intrusion ;  and  this  permission  from  the  Governor  to  go 
upon  the  land,   notwithstanding  the  plaintiffs  occupancy,   would  be 
sufficient  to  justify  this  intrusion,  provided  the  Governor  had  power  to 
grant  such  a  permission  ;  and  such  power  having  been  recognised  both 
in   local  and   imperial  statutes,   the  Court  was  bound  to  assume  its 
existence.     The  license,  although  it  gave  no  actual  property  in  this 
land  against  the  Crown,  would  convey  to  the  holder  a  defeasible  right 
to  go  upon  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  depasturing,  notwithstanding  its 
possession  by  any  person  not  holding  such  a  license. 

Demurrer  overruled, 
{l)The  Sydney  Morniiuf  Herald,  April  24,  1847. 
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DOE  dem.  IRVING  v.  GANNON  and  another  (1)  [No.  1],  1847. 


May  1% 
RtgiMraiion  Act,!  Vic,  No.  16,  »ec.  11 — **Bcmafide  or  for  valuable  consideration^* — 

On^is  probandi — Recital  ofcon^tideration — On  whom  hiiiding — Official  assignee  of  Stephen  C.J. 

a  party  —Statemtnta  of  Counsel  in  address  to  the  jury  Dickinson  J. 

and 

Therru  J 
The  plaintiff  claimed  certain  land  in  ejectment  as  official  assignee  of  G.     The 

property  in  question  was  mortgaged  by  the  grantee  P.,  to  G.,  and  subsequently, 

the  mortgage  being  unregistered,  G.  procured  from  P.  a  conveyance  to  the  defen* 

dants  upon  trust  for  the  wife  of  G. ,  &c.,  to  which  conveyance  G.  was  an  assenting 

party,  the  consideration  for  the  deed  being  recited  therein  to  be  a  general  release 

by  the  wife  of  G.  of  her  dower,  which  release  was  executed  at  the  same  time.  The 

trust  deed  was  registered  and  G.  shortly  after  became  insolvent. 

On  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  verdict  having  been  for  the  plaintiff,  heid,  that 
the  jury  should  have  been  directed  that  the  trust  would  prevail  over  the  mortgage 
deed  only  if  made  bona  Jide  and  for  valuable  consideration. 

The  onus  probandi  lay  upon  the  defendants.  The  recital  of  the  consideration  in 
the  trust  deed  was  not  binding  on  the  official  assignee  of  G.,  for  he  represented, 
not  G.,  but  G.'s  creditors.  A  valuable  consideration  moving  from  the  party  to 
whom  the  deed  is  made,  or  the  party  beneficially  taking,  is  a  sufficient  consideration 
to  support  the  deed  under  the  Registration  Act.  A  Judge  presiding  at  Nisi  Priua 
is  not  bound  to  negative  assertions  of  fact  made  by  counsel. 

New  trial  motion  in  an  action  of  ejectment  tried  before  the  Chief 
Justice,  the  verdict  having  been  for  the  plaintiff.  The  judgment  of  the 
Court  was  delivered  by 

Dickinson,  J.  This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  for  lands  situate  in 
Sydney,  tried  before  the  Chief  Justice,  on  the  29th  May,  1846.  At  the 
trial,  the  facts  appeared  to  be  that  upon  the  24th  June,  1839,  the  Crown 
granted  the  land  to  John  Jenkins  Peacock ;  who  on  the  23rd  May,  1844, 
mortgaged  it  to  Michael  Gannon,  now  an  insolvent;  and  of  whose  estate 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  the  Official  Assignee. 

The  mortgage  was  made,  to  secure  Michael  Gannon  against  endorse- 
ments which  he  had  made  on  Feacock^s  promissory  notes,  for  the  accom- 
modation of  the  latter,  to  the  amount  of  £15,000  against  which,  how- 
ever, Peacock  had  given  to  Michael  Gannon  his  promissory  notes,  to  the 
same  amount,  as  a  further  security.  Afterwards,  Michael  Gannon,  being 
in  embarrassed  circumstances  (but  before  his  estate  was  sequestrated)  a 
deed  was  made  between  Peacock  of  the  first  part,  Michael  Gawnon  of  the 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  May  21,  1847.    And  see  same  case.  No.  2  post. 

Sept  1,  1817,  page  400. 
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1847.        second  part,  and  the  defendants  of  the  third  part,  by  which  Peacock ^ 

X)oB         under  the  direction  of  Gannon^  conveyed  the  mortgaged  land  to  tlie 

dem,         defendants,  on  the  trusts  presently  enumerated.     The  deed  recited  an 

V,  alleged  agreement  between  Michael  Gannon  and  his  wife,  that  she  should 

ANNON.      j^g^^^  £1,500  for  releasing  her  dower  ;  and  that  she  had  joined  in  several 

^Dideinam  J,  ^£  j^^j.  husbands  mortgages,  on  the  faith  of  that  agreement.     The  trusts 

of  the  deed  were,  first  to  Mrs.  Gannon  for  her  life,  and  then  to  her 

husband  for  life,  unless  he  should  become  insolvent,  have  an  execution 

against  him,  or  should  alien  the  land,  in  either  of  which  events,  it  should 

pass  to  the  trustees,  for  the  children,  and  other  purposes.     After  his 

own  and  his  wife's  death,  the  property  was  limited  to  the  children  in 

such  proportions  as  Michael  Gannon  and  his  wife  or  the  survivor  should 

appoint. 

The  latter  deed  was  made  on  the  Ist,  and  registered  on  the  19th 
July,  1844,  and,  on  the  former  of  these  days,  Mrs.  Gannon  executed  a 
general  release  of  her  dower,  in  all  her  husband's  lands.  Previously  to 
the  execution  of  the  trust  deed,  Michael  Gannon  had  executed  several 
mortgages  of  portions  of  his  property,  for  sums  amounting  to  £4,800 ; 
and  after  the  making  of  that  deed,  he  executed  mortgages  of  other 
portions  for  sums  amounting  to  £3,900.  The  marriage  of  Mickad 
Gannon  with  his  wife  was  proved.  It  appeared,  that  Michael  Gannon 
was  in  1843  and  1844  in  embarrassed  circumstances ;  and  that  his  estate 
was  ordered  to  be  sequestrated,  and  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  appointed 
his  official  assignee,  on  the  26th  day  of  February,  1845. 

In  summing  up  the  case,  the  Chief  Justice  told  the  jury  that^  by  reason 
of  the  Colonial  Registry  Act,  the  trust  deed  would  prevail  against  the 
mortgage,  if  the  former  was  made  bona  fide  or  for  valuable  considera- 
tion ;  but  that  the  burden  of  proving  either  of  these,  lay  upon  the 
defendants.  His  Honor  said,  that  he  saw  no  proof  of  consideration  for 
that  deed,  beyond  the  recitals  in  and  endorsement  on  it,  drawing  atten- 
tion to  the  fact,  that  that  deed  was  executed  by  Peacock^  and  not  by 
Gannon,  and  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  there  was  any  maia 
fides  shown  in  the  transaction.  The  jury  delivered  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff. 

A  new  trial  was  moved  for  in  the  last  term,  on  notice,  on  the  following 
grounds  :  1st.  That  the  verdict  was  against  evidence.  2nd.  Because  the 
Judge  told  the  jury  that  the  burden  of  proving  bona  fides  or  valuable 
consideration,  lay  on  the  defendants.  3rd.  Because  His  Honor  said, 
that  he  saw  no  evidence  of  consideration,  beyond  the  recitals  in  and  the 
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reoeipt  upon  the  deed.     4ih.  Because  His  Honor  did  not  negative  Mr.         ISH. 


887 


Fosier^B  assertion,  that  the  promiflsory  notes  of  Peacock  were  only  waste         Doe 

paper.  J^^^' 

'^^  Irving 

The  several  points  were  argued  by  Mr.    Windeyer  and  Mr.  Broad-     Gannon. 
hurst  for  the  defendants.     They  cited  Sttgden^  V.  k  P.  295  ;  GaUaghan^a  xHchimon  J. 
Statutes,  1045 ;  1  Scvmiders  235  b.  ;  ScoU  v.  Surmmi  (2) ;  and  Baker 
V.  Dewey  (3)  ;  for  the  plaintiff  Mr.  Foster  and  Mr.  Fiaher  cited  Doe  v. 
Ball  (4)  ;  and  commented  on  the  wording  of  the  Registration  Act. 

We  have  considered  this  case  and  the  arguments  urged,  and  we  are 
of  opinion,  first,  that  the  jury  should  have  been  directed,  that  the  trust 
would  prevail  over  the  mortgage  deed,  only,  if  made  bofia  fide  and  for 
vcducMe  consideration.  As  it  was  admitted  in  argument,  that  (whether 
the  words  "  bona  fide  or  for  valuable  consideration  "  in  the  Registry 
Act  ought  to  be  construed  ^^  bona  fide  and  for  valuable  consideration" 
or  not,  yet  by  virtue  of  other  enactments,)  the  direction  should  have 
been  in  this  form,  we  need  say  no  more  on  the  point,  but  that  we  are 
satisfied  the  direction  should  have  been  as  we  have  stated,  although  the 
words  of  that  Act,  taken  by  themselves,  warrant  the  instruction  which 
was  given. 

Secondly.  "We  are  of  opinion  that  it  rested  with  the  defendant  to 
show  that  the  trust  deed  was  made  bona  fide  and  for  valuable  considera- 
tion. The  Act  provides,  in  effect,  that  a  subsequent,  registered  before  a 
prior  deed,  shall  prevail  against  it  if  so  made,  but  not  otherwise.  The 
plaintiff  having  established  his  case  by  showing  the  mortgage  it  was 
obviously  for  the  defendant  to  show  not  only  that  the  subsequent  trust 
deed  was  registered  before,  but  that  it  was  made  under  circumstances 
which  would  defeat  the  mortgage. 

Thirdly.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  recital  in  the  trust  deed  and  the 
endorsement  thereon,  were  not  evidence  against  the  plaintiff.  Doubt- 
less, when  a  statement  is  made  in  a  recital  and  a  contract  is  made  with 
reference  to  this  statement,  it  is  not  competent  to  the  parties,  or  their 
privies,  to  deny  that  statement.  Carpenter  v,  BulUsr  (5) ;  Co,  Litt.  352  a. 
Bat  such  recitals  do  not  bind  the  assignee  of  one  of  the  parties  who  has 
become  insolvent,  inasmuch  as  the  assignee  comes  in  not  under  or  by,  but 
over  and  in  despite  of,  the  party  insolvent,  and  represents  not  him  but 
Lis  creditors  (see  Doe  v.  Ball)  (6),  for  whom,  and  not  for  the  insolvent,  he 
holds  the  property.     We  think,  nevertheless,  that  as  it  was  proved  that 

(2)  WUles'  R.,  402.       (3)  1  B  &  C.  704.        (4)  11  M.  &W.  631. 
(5)  8  M.  &  W.  209.  (6)  11  M.  &  W..  631. 
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1847,         GannoH*8  wife,  on  the  day  the  trust  deed  was  executed,  released  her  dower 


Doe         ii^  the  lands  thereby  conveyed  to  the  defendant,  there  was  some  evidence, 
Ikvin'g       ^^^^o^s  the  deed,  that  a  valuable  consideration  passed  from  her,  who  was 

V.  to  be  benefited  by  it. 

Gannon. 

DirkinwH  J.  In  saying  that  there  was  no  other  evidence  of  consideration  than  in 
the  deed  and  endorsement,  the  Chief  Justice  referred  to  a  consideration 
momng  to  Peacock^  the  party  making  and  executing  that  deed.  We  are 
of  opinion,  however,  that  notwithstanding  the  words  "  made  or  executed 
for  a  valuable  consideration,"  in  the  Registration  Act,  a  valuable  con- 
sideration moving  from  the  party  to  whom  the  deed  is  made,  or  the  jxirty 
beneficially  taking,  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  that  deed. 
There  was  evidence,  therefore,  to  go  to  the  jury  of  consideration  ;  and 
as  His  Honor's  obsei-vation  on  this  fact  was  consequently  incorrect,  we 
think  it  safer  that  there  sliould  be  a  new  trial.  Davidson  v,  Stanly 
(7).  For  the  remark  might  possibly  have  induced  the  jury  hastily  to 
infer  fraud,  without  due  consideration  of  the  other  circumstances. 

We  are  of  opinion,  however,  that  the  verdict  was  not  against  evidence ; 
as  the  unusual  way  in  which  the  deed  was  made,  for  the  wife's  benefit,  the 
limitations  in  that  deed  for  Gannon^a  personal  benefit,  and  the  evidence 
as  to  his  affairs,  about  the  time  when  the  deed  was  executed,  would  warrant 
the  jury  in  inferring  that  it  was  made  in  fraud  of  his  creditors.  The 
fraud  would,  moreover,  prevent  the  joinder  by  Gannon  in  the  trust  deed, 
from  operating  (as  Mr.  Windeyer  contended  it  did)  as  a  surrender  of  the 
mortgage. 

Fourthly.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  Chief  Justice  was  not  bound 
to  negative  the  assertion  of  fact  made  by  Mr.  Foster.  We  conceive  that 
a  case  is  properly  left  to  the  jury  by  the  Judge  explaining  to  them  the 
questions  for  decision  and  the  law  which  governs  those  questions,  and 
then  laying  before  them  the  evidence.  We  think  that  the  Judge  is 
entitled  to  give  his  opinion  on  the  facts,  but  is  not  called  on  to  refute 
counsel's  arguments  or  to  negative  their  assertions,  unless  he  shall  him* 
self  think  fit  to  do  so. 

J^ew  trial  granted. 

(7)  2  M.  &  Gr.  721. 
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REGINx^  V.  MORLEY.  (1)  1847. 

June  12. 
Murder — Conjoint  causes  of  death  laid  in  indictment — Ej}ect  of  opinions  of  Ejiglish    «.    ,     p  j 

J^g^^'  DickinsonJ. 

and 
The  information  in  this  case  having  charged  the  prisoner  with  causing  the  death      Tlierry  J. 

of  another  person  by  blows  and  by  throwing  the  deceased  to  the  ground,  the  Judge 
told  the  jury  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  them  to  be  satisfied  that  the  deceased 
died  from  the  conjoint  operation  of  the  two  causes  of  death  assigned,  but  that,  if 
they  found  that  the  deceased  died  from  either  of  the  two,  both  acts  being  clearly 
proved  to  have  been  done  by  the  prisoner,  that  was  sufficient.  Held,  that,  in 
deference  to  the  opinions  of  English  Judges,  the  jury  should  have  been  directed  to 
acquit,  unless  they  thought  the  death  was  the  result  of  the  combined  causes  alleged. 

Crown  case  reserved  by  His  Honor  Mr.  Justice  Therry,  The  Attorney- 
General  for  the  Crown,  Mr.  Darvall  for  the  prisoner.  The  following 
are  the  reserved  judgments  of  the  Court  in  this  case : — 

The  Chief  Justice.  The  prisoner  Francis  Morley  was  convicted,  at 
the  present  Criminal  Session,  before  Mr.  Justice  Therry,  of  the  murder 
of  Eliza  Mo88.  The  information  charges  that  the  death  was  caused  by 
divers  mortal  wounds,  contusions,  and  bruises  on  the  deceased's  head, 
stomach,  back,  and  sides,  sustained  by  the  prisoner's  having,  with  his 
hands  and  feet,  (Mst  and  thrown  the  deceased  to  and  against  the  ground, 
and  then  and  there,  with  his  hands  and  feet,  beaten  and  kicked  her  while 
so  on  the  ground.  The  Judge  told  the  jury  that  it  was  not  necessary 
for  them  to  be  satisfied  that  the  deceased  died  from  the  conjoint  opera- 
lion  of  the  ttoo  causes  of  death  assigned  ;  but  that,  if  they  found  that  the 
deceased  died  from  either  of  the  two  (both  acts  being  clearly  proved  to 
have  been  themselves  the  acts  of  the  prisoner),  that  was  sufficient.  The 
question  for  our  opinion  is,  whether  that  decision  was  right. 

I  have  conferred  with  my  colleagues  on  this  question,  and  with  them 
considered  the  two  cases  (those  of  Stockdale  (2)  and  Starling  (3),  out 
of  which  the  doubt  in  this  case  has  arisen.  I  have  considered  the  cases, 
also,  of  Martin  (4),  and  Saunders  (5),  and  have  this  day  heard  the 
arguments  of  the  Attorney-General,  and  of  the  prisoner's  counsel,  and  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  as  the  injuries  charged  to 'have  been  received  are 
ail  of  the  same  nature,  and  capable  of  being  produced  by  both  or  either 
of  the  two  acts  of  the  prisoner,  to  which  they  are  by  the  information 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  June  7  and  15,  1847.        (2)  2  Lewin  220. 
(3)  8.M.H.,  June  7,  1847         (4)  5  0.  &  P.  129.        (5)  7  C.  &  P.  277. 


390  SUPREME  COURT  CASES. 

1847.  attributed,  the  mode  of  the  death  was  truly  charged,  whether  it  in 

R£oiKA  ^^"^^  arose  from  the  falls  occasioned  by  the  prisoner,  or  from  the  kicks 

^''  and  blows  (or  either  of  them)  inflicted  by  him.     I  think,  therefore,  that 

MORLKY.  \  /  ^ 


Stephen  C.J. 


the  judge's  charge  was  in  point  of  law  correct. 

Inasmuch,  however,  as  two  learned  English  judges  have  recently,  in 
a  similar  case^  acting  on  the  reported  impression  of  another  very  learned 
judge,  thought  it  right  to  direct  the  jury  to  acquit  unless  they  thought 
the  death  was  the  result  of  the  combined  caugee  alleged,  and  Mr.  Justice 
Dickinson  is  of  opinion  (for  reasons  which  he  has  communicated  to 
Mr.  Justice  Therry  and  myself,  and  which  he  is  about  to  express 
openly),  that  the  safer  or  more  correct  charge  would  have  been,  that 
the  jury  should  convict,  only,  in  case  they  found  the  death  to  have  been 
produced,  conjointly,  by  the  two  assigned  causes,  I  cannot  but  say, 
that  the  question  must  be  regarded  as  at  least  one  of  doubt,  and  that 
I  conceive,  under  such  circumstances,  the  sentence  of  the  law  should 
not  take  effect  on  this  prisoner.  In  this  view,  Mr.  Justice  Therry 
entirely  concurs,  and  the  consequence  will  be,  that  sentence  of  death 
will  be  recorded  only,  and  that  the  man's  pardon  will  be  recommended, 
on  condition  of  his  being  transported  for  life.  We  shall  afterwards 
take  the  necessary  measures  for  obtaining  the  opinion  of  (if  possible) 
the  English  judges,  or  at  all  events  of  the  Attorney  and  Solicitor 
General  of  England,  as  to  the  proper  charge  in  cases  of  this  nature,  and, 
if  the  opinion  be  in  the  prisoner's  favour,  he  will  then  be  recommended 
for  a  pardon  immediately. 

Dickinson,  J.  According  to  my  present  means  of  reference,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  learned  judge  would  have  acted  more  safely  in  directing 
the  jury  to  consider  whether  or  not  they  thought  the  death  had  been 
caused  or  not  by  the  conjoint  influence  mentioned  in  the  indictm^it, 
and  to  find  their  verdict  guilty  or  not  guilty  accordingly. 

Had  I  tried  the  prisoner  before  the  decision  of  Mr.  Justice  Vaughan 
Williams  came  to  my  notice,  I  should  have  probably  instructed  the 
jury  in  the  same  way  as  my  learned  colleague,  Mr.  Justice  Therry ^  did 
The  direction  of  His  Honor  appears  so  reasonable,  that  a  doubt  ol  its 
propriety  would  scarcely  arise  in  the  mind  of  any  person  whose  atten- 
tion was  not  specifically  pointed  to  the  difficulty  under  our  present 
consideration.  The  direction  is  virtually  sanctioned  by  the  opinions  of 
two  judges  in  England,  Mr.  Justice  Cresswdl  and  Mr.  Justice  Vaughan 
Williams,  But  the  last  named  learned  judge  (most  probably  with  the 
advice  and  concurrence  of  Mr.  Justice  Cressivell)  did  not,  in  the  case 
referred  to,  act  upon  the  opinion  of  his  colleague  and  himself,  but 
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yielded  to  the  hidination  of  Mr.  Justice  PaUeson^s  opinion  in  StockdMa        1847. 
case  (6),  and  directed  the  jury,  as  I  have  before  suggested  the  jury  in      Rbgina 
this  case  should  have  been  instructed.  v. 

MORLET. 

It  appears  to  me  that  a  colonial  Court  should  always  follow  in  the  ZHchinson  J. 
footsteps  of  the  English  judges  along  those  paths  which  they  have  indi- 
cated.    Where  English  decisions  are  conflicting,  the  inferior  tribunals 
must  adhere  to  that  adjudication  which  they  consider  most  preferable 
in  principle. 

In  the  Queen  v.  Starling  and  others  reported  in  the  Engliah  Morning 
Heraidy  of  December  12  th,  1846,  and  in  the  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  of 
June  7th,  1847,  it  was  laid  in  the  indictment  that  death  was  occasioned 
by  the  stomach  of  the  deceased  having  coma  in  contact  with  the  knees 
of  the  prisoner,  and  by  his  having  been  beaten  and  thrown  to  the  ground. 
The  indictment  in  that  case  therefore  charged  that  the  death  was  occa- 
siened  by  two  sets  of  contusions  eiTected  by  two  different  means.  In 
the  case  before  us,  the  indictment  charges  that  the  death  was  occasioned 
by  ttoo  sets  of  contusions  eftected  by  two  different  means.  For  the  in- 
dictment  states  ^*  that  the  prisoner,  with  both  his  hands  and  feet,  cast 
and  threw  the  deceased  to  and  against  the  ground,  and  that  wliile  she 
was  so  on  the  ground,  the  prisoner  struck  and  kicked  her  with  his  hands 
and  feet,  giving  to  the  deceased  aa  well  by  the  casting  and  throwing  her 
to  the  ground,  as  also  by  the  kicking  and  beating  aforesaid,  several 
mortal  wounds,  bruises,  and  contusions."  The  English  case  before  men- 
tioned seems  to  me  parallel  with  that  now  before  us. 

But  it  may  be  suggested  that  the  decision  of  Mr.  Justice  WiUiaTns  is 
inconsistent  with  the  cases  where  it  has  been  held  that  although  the 
means  of  killiQg  must  be  stated  in  the  indictment,  the  means  proved 
need  only  correspond  in  szibstance  with  such  statement — thus  if  the  death 
is  alleged  to  be  by  stabbing  with  a  dagger,  evidence  that  the  death  wne 
occasioned  by  a  knife,  sword,  or  any  other  instrument  by  which  stabbing 
might  be  effected,  is  no  variance  from,  but  supports  the  indictment.  So  if 
the  death  be  laid  to  be  by  one  kind  of  poisoning,  and  it  turns  out  to  be 
by  another.  So  where  a  prisoner  is  charged  with  suffocating  another  by 
compressing  the  throat  of  the  deceased  with  his  hands,  evidence  that  the 
prisoner  effected  the  suffocation  by  compressing  the  mouth  and  nostrils 
is  no  variance. 

In  these  cases  it  may  be  said  that  the  mortal  injuries  proved  corres- 
pond with  those  alleged,  and  that  though  the  instruments  aa  alleged  and 

{€)  2  Lewin  220. 
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1847.        proved  are  diflferent,  they  each  are  capable  of  occasioning  the  same 


Reoina      mortal  injuries  as  those  alleged  and  proved.     But  it  appears  to  me  that 
MoRLEV      ^^®^  decisions  are  not  inconsistent  with  that  of  Mr.  Justice  WiUiamSf 

^.  , .        ,    unless  it  will  be  held  that  an  indictment  charjonfi:  that  a  man  sustained 
J>%ckinwn  J  ,  ... 

mortal  bruises  and  contusions  by  beinff  beaten,  and  kicked  by  aprisonefy 

was  maintainable  by  evidence  that  the  prisoner  cast  him  to  the  ground, 
and  thereby  gave  him  mortal  biiiises  and  contusions.  Now  though  in 
such  a  case  the  corporal  injuries  proved  and  laid  would  be  identical,  and 
the  instruments  (viz.,  the  fists  and  feet  in  the  one  case,  and  the  ground 
in  the  other)  proximately  inducing  the  injuries  as  had  and  proved,  are 
alike  efficacious  to  the  fatal  result,  such  a  case,  nevertheless,  differs  from 
those  said  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  ruling  of  Judge  Williams  in  this 
respect,  that  though  the  proximate  instrument  of  injury  as  laid  in  one 
case,  supposed  to  be  wielded  by  the  homicide,  in  the  other,  it  is  not  In 
the  one  case  the  homicide  impels  the  weapon  to  his  victim,  in  the  other, 
his  victim  to  the  instrument  of  death.  This  distinction  was  considered 
material  in  Meoc  v,  Martin  (7).  In  this  case  A.  was  indicted  for  the  man- 
slaughter of  B.  by  a  blow  of  a  hammer.  No  proof  was  given  of  the 
striking  of  any  blow,  only  of  a  scuffle  between  the  parties.  The  appear- 
ance of  the  injury  was  consistent  with  the  supposition,  either,  of  a 
blow  with  a  hammer,  or  of  a  push  against  the  lock  and  key  of  a  door;  it 
was  held  by  Mr.  Justice  Parke  (now  Baron),  that  if  the  death  was  occa- 
sioned by  a  blow  with  a  hammer,  or  any  other  hard  substance  held  in 
the  hand,  it  was  sufficient  to  support  the  indictment ;  not  otherwise,  if 
it  was  the  result  of  a  push  against  the  door. 

The  authority  of  the  last  mentioned  case  is,  however,  weakened  by  the 
fact  that  the  Judge,  in  directing  the  jury,  told  them  that  if  they  should 
find  that  the  death  was  occasioned  by  the  deceased  having  been  pushed 
against  the  lock  of  the  door,  he  should  put  the  case  in  a  train  for  further 
adjudication,  (thereby  meaning  probably  that  he  should  submit  the 
case  upon  such  finding  to  all  the  Judges),  and  also,  because  the  Jury 
found  that  death  was  occasioned  by  a  hammer  held  in  the  prisoner's 
hand.  The  learned  Judge,  however,  assented  to  the  suggestion  of  the 
prisoner's  counsel,  that  the  prisoner  must  be  acquitted,  if  the  Jury 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  death  was  occasioned  by  the  deceased 
being  pushed  against  the  lock  of  the  door. 

As  therefore  we  have  the  inclination  of  Mr.  Justice  Patteson^s  opinion, 
that  when  a  conjoint  influence  of  different  means  of  death  is  mentioned 
in  an  indictment,  the  allegation  must  be  proved  in  toto.     As  according 

(7)  5  C.  &  P.  128. 
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to  the  opinion  of  Baron  Parkcy  the  parts  of  the  conjunction  laid  in  the        1847. 
indictment  before  us  are  different  means  of  killing.     As  the  Judges,      Regina 
CresstoeU  and  Vaughan  Williams^  have  acted  according  to  the  inclina- 
tion of  Mr.  Justice  Patteson^s  opinion. 


MORLET. 

Dickinson  J. 


I  think  (although  my  judgment  is  disturbed  considerably  by  the  re- 
ported fact  of  the  opinions  of  Judges  Cresswell  and  Williamg,  being 
contrary  to  their  decision,  and  also  by  the  before-mentioned  decisions, 
in  the  cases  of  stabbing,  poisoning,  and  suffocation,  and  by  the  circum- 
stances which  I  have  stated  as  diminishing  the  authority  of  Hex  v. 
Martin),  that  it  would  be  safer  for  this  Court  to  hold  that  the  directions 
of  Mr.  Justice  Therry  cannot  be  sustained. 

I  think  no  judgment  should  therefore  be  pronounced,  but  that  the 
prisoner  should  be  set  at  liberty ;  but  as  the  majority  of  the  Bench 
think  otherwise,  the  Court  will  of  course  proceed  to  judgment. 

Therry,  J.  The  only  question  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  relate^s 
to  the  mode  in  which  J  left  the  case  for  the  jury.  I  consider  that  I  put 
the  case  to  them  in  such  a  manner  as  that  before  they  could  find  the 
prisoner  guilty,  they  must  be  satisfied  that  the  deceased  Eliza  Moss 
came  by  her  death  from  the  conjoint  influence  of  blows  and  falls,  or 
either  of  those  causes  separately,  both  causes  being  averred  in  the  infor- 
mation. My  direction  on  this  point  was  guided  by  the  opinion  I  enter- 
tained that  the  prisoner  could  not  be  less  guilty  of  the  charge,  if  death 
■were  produced  from  one  or  either  of  these  causes,  than  if  it  were  pro- 
duced by  both.  The  cases  of  the  King  v.  Kelly  (8),  and  the  King  v, 
Thompson  (9),  decided  that  in  an  indictment  for  murder  or  man- 
slaughter when  the  cause  of  death  is  knocking  a  person  down  with  the 
fist  upon  a  stone  or  other  substance,  the  charge  should  be  accordingly, 
and  a  charge  that  the  prisoner,  with  a  stone  which  he  held  in  his  right 
hand,  gave  and  struck  a  mortal  blow  will  not  be  sufficient,  especially  if 
there  he  no  statement  that  the  prisoner  knocked  the  deceased  dotvn.  The 
ground  on  which  the  Judge  reserved  the  case  was,  that  the  indictment 
contained  no  charge  of  throwing  the  deceased  down.  This  decision  then 
appears  to  imply  that  if  the  information  had  gone  on  to  state  that  the 
throwing  and  casting  down  were  the  means  whereby  death  was  caused, 
and  that  the  evidence  corresponded  therewith,  it  would  have  been  suffi- 
cient. It  is  not  intimated  in  the  judgment  that  it  would  have  been 
fatal  to  the  information  that  the  prisoner  was  charged  with  causing 
death  by  the  blow,  though  the  evidence  proved  it  to  have  been  by  the 

(8)  Ry.  k  Moo.  C.C.R.  118.  (9)  Ry.  &  Moo.  C.C.R.  139. 
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1847.        fall — ^if  the  fall  had  been  alleged.     It  may  be  said  that  by  reqairing  the 
Kegixa      ^''*  *®  ^®^*  *®  blows  to  be  stated  in  Kdlj/s  case,  theOonrt  oonaidered  that 
the  injury  inflicted  by  a  fall  was  not  of  the  same  kind  as  an  injury  inflicted 
by  a  blow.  In  some  cases  no  doubt  the  injury  may  be  different,  and  where 
the  fatal  injury  was  such  as  that  it  could  not  be  inflicted  by  a  blow,  it 
may  be  necessary  to  aver  ^he  means  of  death  to  have  been  by  a  fall,  but 
in  most  cases  the  injuries  produced  by  both  are  of  the  same  kind,  and 
they  are  calculated,  as  the  medical  evidence  in  this  fully  showed,  to 
produce  similar  appearances.    It  was  on  account  of  their  prodacing  the 
same  kind  of  mischief  that  the  medical  witness  (2?r.  Oleeson)  who  con- 
ducted the  2^09t  mortem  examination,  would  not  undertake  to  say  that 
the  mortal  injuries  were  produced  by  either  cause  separately,  but  by 
both  conjointly.     This  evidence,  it  is  true,  was  met  and  in  some  degree 
encountered  by  the  equally  respectable  testimony  of  Dr,  F»  CamfhtU^ 
that  the  appearances  might  possibly  be  produced  by  blows,  but  that 
from  the  absence  of  appearance  of  external  injury  on  the  head,  and 
the  various  surrounding  circumstances  described  by  the  witnesses,  he 
should  rather  say  (and  his  opinion  was  strongly  expressed  on  that  point) 
these  injuries  were  caused  by  falls  ;  but  there  is  in  this  information  a 
statement  of  death  being  caused  by  blows,  as  well  as  by  falls,  and  the 
Jury  must,  according  to  my  direction,  have  been  satisfied  (before  they 
found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  the  charge)  that  death  was  occasioned  by 
either  cause,  or  by  both  causes.     No  doubt  it  is  a  rule  in  criminal  law 
that  every  indictment  must  have  a  precise  and  sufficient  certainty ;  but 
this  rule  is  subject  to  the  reasonable  and  just  qualification  that  where 
an  offence  cannot  be  stated  with  complete  certainty,  it  is  then  sufficient 
to  state  it  with  such  certainty  as  it  is  capable  of.     Thus  in  ShanMs 
case  (10)  the  indictment  was  assaulting  one  with  a  certain  oflensive 
weapon  called  a  wooden  staff,  with  a  felonious  design  to  rob  him ;  and 
it  proved  to  be  with  a  stone.     This  was  held  well,  upon  a  conference 
between   the  Judges,  for   they  produce   the   same    sort  of  mischief, 
namely,  by  blows  and  bruises,  and  this  would  be  sufficient  in  an  indict- 
ment for  murder,  East  P.O.  341.    The  acts  charged  against  the  prisoner 
in  this  information  are  both  acts  of  commission  by  him ;  both  acts  com- 
prise an  assault  and   a    striking,  the  one  a  striking   by  casting  the 
deceased  upon  Uie  ground,  and  the  other  a  striking  by  kicks  and  blows 
when  lying  there,  and  both  acts  moreover  produce  the  same  sort  of 
injuries,  namely,  wounds,  bruises,  and  contusions.     This  is  not  like  the 
case  where  if  a  person  be  indicted  for  one  species  of  killing,  as  by 
poisoning,  he  cannot  be  found  guilty  on  evidence  of  a  different  kind  of 

(10)  1  East  P.  C.  341. 
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death,  as  by  shooting  or  starving;  or  where  an  indictment  charges 
death  to  have  been  occasioned  by  two  co-operating  causes,  one  being  a 
cause  of  commissumf  and  the  other  of  omission,  as  in  the  case  of  Hex  v, 
Saunders  (11),  where  the  count  stated  the  death  to  have  been  caused  by 
omiuing  to  give  the  deceased  proper  food,  and  also  by  beating.     It  was 
there  h^d  that  the  prisoner  being  a  married  woman  waa  not  legally 
responsible  for  omitting  to  provide  food,  and  consequently  that  the 
count  charging  the  death  jointly  by  starving  and  beating  was  not  sup- 
ported.    On  the  whole  review  of  the  cases  analogous  to  the  present,  it 
does  appear  to  me  that  all  that  is  required  is  that  the  manner  of  death 
proved  should  agree  in  substance  with  that  which  is  charged — and  I  am 
of  opinion  that  as  the  manner  of  death  here  charged  is  that  death  has 
been  caused  by  blows  and  fallsj  and  that  as  these  are  both  acts  of  com- 
mission  which  produce   the   same  kind  of  injuries,  namely,  wounds, 
bruises,  and  contusions,  if  either  the  blows  and  fall  a  conjointly,  or  tbe 
blows  and  falls  alone,  were  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury  to  be 
the  violent  means  whereby  death  was  caused — the  information  was 
proved.     I  have  t-ef erred  to  the  case  of  Stockdcde  (12)  cited  in  support 
of  the  argument  before  Mr.  Justice  WiUiams,  that  if  death  had  not  been 
caused  by   the   conjoint  influences   described  in   the  indictment,  the 
prisoner  was  entitled  to  an  acquittal.     So  far  from  deciding  the  point, 
however,  in  the  way  in  which  the  newspaper  report  of  the  Herald  states 
it  to  be  decided,  the  report  in  Lewin  distinctly  intimates  that  the  Judge 
(Mr.  Justice  Patteson)  declined  to  pronounce  any  decision  upon  it,  and 
for  this  very  plain  and  very  judicious  reason,  that  it  was  unnecessary  to 
do  so.     In  reply  to  the  objection  in  Siockdale^s  case  that  as  the  first 
count  charged  the  death  to  have  been  occasioned  by  two  co  operating 
causes,  and  the  evidence  was  limited  to  one,  the  cause  of  death  was 
not  proved  as  laid.     Mr.  Justice  Patteson  is  reported  to  have  "  expressed 
(and  this  is  the  whole  of  his  judgment  in  the  case)  considerable  doubt 
inclining  in. favour  of  the  objection  ;  but  the  evidence  being  upon  the 
whole  too  slight  for  a  conviction,  he  recommended  the  jury  to  acquit 
the  prisoner ;  it  became  unnecessary,  therefore,  to  decide  the  point." 
Tliis  then  appears  not  a  decision  on  the  point,  but  a  disclaimer  of  a 
decision.     The  only  thing  really  decided  was,  that  as  the  evidence  was 
upon  the  whole  too  slight  for  a  conviction,  the  Judge  recommended  the 
jury  to  acquit  the  prisoner.     From  the  newspaper   report   it  would 
appear  that  Mr.  Justice  Williains  treated  Stockdale^s  case  as  deciding  a 
point  which,  on  reference  to  it,  it  appears  to  me  it  is  found  not  to  decide 
— and  having  thus  dealt  with  it  as  a  ground  for  a  decision  which,  from 

(11)  7  C.  and  P.,  277.  (12)  2  Lewin,  220. 


1847. 


Regina 

MOELIY. 

Thenry  J, 


896 


8UPKEME   COURT  CASES. 


1847. 


Begin  A 

V, 
MORLBY. 

Tfierrtf  J. 


the  perusal  of  it,  it  does  not,  I  think,  supply,  it  is  not  to  be  wondered 
at  that  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  case  and  the  other  learned  Judge 
(Mr,  Justice  Cresstoell)  whom  he  consulted,  should  express  their  surpriae 
at  such  a  decision,  as  thej  deemed  it  to  be,  and  that  they  should  further 
express  their  opinion  that  they  did  not  agree  with  it.  Under  such 
circumstances  it  cannot  be  said  that  it  is  from  want  of  due  deference  U> 
authority  that  I  decline  to  adopt  the  dictum  of  a  newspaper  report^ 
when  I  find  the  only  authority  referred  to  in  support  of  it  directly  dis- 
claims a  decision  on  the  point  which  it  is  cited  to  sustain* 

As,  however,  I  fi^nd  English  Judges  differ  in  opinion  from  the  opiDion 
I  have  expressed,  though  the  knowledge  of  that  difference  is  conveyed 
through  the  imperfect  channel  of  a  newspaper  report, — yet,  finding  that 
Mr.  Justice  Williams  and  Mr.  Justice  Cresswell  are  supported  by  the 
intimation  of  a  concurrent  opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  PaUeson  in  Stockdde^B 
case, — I  think,  in  so  momentous  a  case  as  the  present,  where  the  penalty 
of  death  follows  upon  judgment,  we  act  a  suitable,  prudent,  and  decorous 
part)  by  abstaining  from  directing  execution  to  be  done  in  this  case; 
and  instead  of  doing  so,  to  use  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Parh^  in  the 
case  of  The  King  v.  Martin  (13) — "by  putting  the  case  in  a  train  for 
further  consideration,"  in  the  manner  suggested  by  the  Chief  Justke. 
By  that  course  the  prisoner,  at  no  distant  day,  will  be  restored  to  his 
freedom  if  my  direction  be  deemed  erroneous ;  and  if  not,  he  will  receive, 
if  not  the  last  and  severest  punishment  the  law  can  inflict,  at  least  a 
large  measure  of  punishment  for  his  crime. 

Order  accordingly. 


(13)  5  C.  &  P.  128. 
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MOORE  V,  FURLONG  and  another.  (1)  1847. 


Action  against  magistrate  and  constable — Trespass-^Seizure  o/tva\f--2i  Geo,  II,  c,        July  8. 

44,  «.  6 — Larceny  Act,  T  k  S  Geo.  IV,  c.  29,  sees.  19  &  63 — Warranto  Stephen  C.J. 

A  cask  of  tallow,  being  a  waif,  was  taken  from  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  by  ^^^ 

a  constable,  one  of  the  defendant's,  who  entered  the  plaintiff's  house  and  seized  the     Therry  J. 
said  cask  under  a  warrant  from  the  other  defendant,  a  Justice  of  the  Peace.  Held, 
that  although  the  house  was  a  public-house,  and  the  cask  taken  without  resistance, 
on  the  production  of  the  warrant,  yet  the  subsequent  act  committed  furnished  a 
test  of  the  animus  with  which  the  first  entry  was  made,  and  rendered  it  a  trespass. 

The  magistrate  could  not  allege  as  a  defence  that  the  warrant  did  not  contem- 
plate the  breaking  and  entry. 

In  this  case  the  magistrate  was  not  justified  in  issuing  the  warrant,  since  the 
requisite  circumstances,  under  sees.  19  &  63  of  the  Larceny  Act,  7  &  8  Geo.  IV,  c. 
29,  in  the  case  of  a  waif,  did  not  exist. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  Captain 
Furlong  and  a  constable,  for  committing  an  alleged  trespass  to  the 
dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff,  and  taking  therefrom  a  cask  of  tallow. 
The  tallow  in  question  had  been  found  at  Newcastle,  being  a  waif,  and 
as  such,  the  defendant  Furlong,  a  magistrate,  issued  a  document  in  the 
nature  of  a  warrant,  to  take  possession  of  it.  Possession  of  it  was  taken 
by  the  other  defendant,  a  constable.  The  action  was  tried  on  Aug.  15, 
1846,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £30. 

The  Solicitor-General  now  moved  for  a  new  trial. 

Holrayd,  for  the  plaintiff,  contra. 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

His  Honor  the  Chief  Justice  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  July  12. 
this  morning  in  this  case,  which  came  before  the  Court  last  week,  on 
motion  for  new  trial.  After  adverting  to  the  pleadings,  the  facts  of  the 
case,  and  the  several  points  made  on  motion  for  a  new  trial,  he  proceeded 
to  state,  that  as  to  the  point  as  to  the  proof  of  a  copy  of  the  warrant 
having  been  granted  to  the  defendant  before  the  action  was  brought, 
and  prescribed  by  the  Act  of  Parliament,  22  Geo.  II,  c.  44,  s.  6,  the 
proof  of  this  should  have  been  part  of  the  defendant's  case,  and  he 
ought  to  have  made  it  out.  Price  v.  Messenger  (2).  As  to  the  point  taken 
as  to  the  trespass  to  the  house,  and  to  the  tallow,  having  been  made  out, 
it  had  been  made  out  at  the  trial  by  the  evidence  adduced,  although  the 
original  entry  was  made  without  any  actual  breaking  into  the  house,  it 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  July  9  and  13,  1847. 

(2)  3  Esp.  96. 
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1847.        being  a  public-house,  yet  the  subsequent  act  committed  furnished  a 
MooBB       ^^^^  ^  to  th^  aoimns  m  which  the  first  entry  was  made.     The  subse- 
quent act  was  the  getting  the  tallow  from  out  of  the  custody,  as  it  was 
alleged,  of  the  plaintiff;  the  room  was  opened  by  compulston,>upon  being 
told  there  was  a  warrant  which  justified  the  proceeding,  and  then  the 
tallow  was  taken.     Force  was  not  used,  it  was  not  necessary ;  as  it  is, 
the  facts  are  proved  to  constitute  a  breaking  and  entry,  Mex  v.  SwaU/nc^ 
cited  in  1  RtMs.  on  Grimes,  792,  and  other  cases  there  collected.    As  to 
the  point  made  whether  the  magistrate  had  been  sufficiently  connected 
with  the  other  defendant,  so  as  to  make  him  liable,  the  Court  thooght 
he  had  been ;  the  warrant  authorises  the  taking  and  seizing  a  case  of 
tallow  on  behalf  of  Government,  until  the  owner  is  discovered;  this 
is  given  under  the  hand  of  the  defendant  Furlong.     This,  coupled  with 
the  affidavit,  which  w&s  produced  in  evidence,  and  on  which  it  was 
issued,  although  it  does  not  actually  authorise  the  breaking  and  entry 
into  the  premises  in  search  of  the  tallow  ;  yet,  it  might  be  argued,  thvt 
it  would  do  so ;  and  it  is  not  for  the  defendant  now  to  say  that  when  he 
issued  the  warrant  he  did  not  contemplats  that  the  constable  would, 
under  the  warrant,  break  and  enter,  ^q.  ;  he  is  therefore  guilty  of  that 
which  ensued  from  his  own  act.     That  there  was  an  entry  under  the 
warrant  the  conversations  at  the  time  evidence,  McLaughlin  v.  Pryor  (3). 
The  plaintiff,  too,  had  such  a  possession  of  the  tallow  at  the  time  of  the 
seizure  to  maintain  this  action.     It  was  a  slight  possession,  but  still 
sufficient.      1    Arch.    482.     Then,   as  to   tlie   questions,   whether  the 
magistrate  was  justified  in  issuing  the  warrant,  the  Court  decided  that 
he  was  not ;  under  the  sections  19  and  63  of  the  Larceny  Act,  a  certain 
set  of  circumstances  must  exist  in  the  case  of  a  waif,  before  a  magistrate 
could  interfere ;  none  of  these  did,  it  appears,  exist  at  the  time  the 
warrant  was  issued ;  and,  l^erefore,  the  magistrate  bad  no  power  to 
issue  such  a  document,  and  must  take  the  consequences  ;  it  was  unaseBB- 
sary  to  decide  whether  the  document  itself  was  good  or  not.    And, 
lastly,  as  to  the  damages  being  excessive,  doubtless  under  the  eircum- 
stances  it  was  a  case  of  hardship  on  botli  of  the  defendants,  espedaUyBS 
their  intentions  were  laudable,  but  yet  they  might  have  exercised  a  little 
more  caution  in  their  proceedings ;  the  Court  in  this,  as  in  all  oases, 
where  a  jury  have  assessed  the  damages,  would  not  disturb  a  verdict  en 
this  ground,  unless  the  amount  of  damages  given  by  a  jury  were  perfectly 
wrong,  or  so  gross  as  to  shock  the  sense,  and  that  was  not  the  case  here. 
The  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  therefore  dischacged. 

2^ew  tried  refused. 

(3)  1  Car.  and  Mar.  354,  and  4  Scott  N.  R.  665. 
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DOE  dem.  TUGWELL  v,  FARRELL.  (1)  1847. 


[Before  His  Honor  Mr.  Jastice  Diehiwton  and  a  Jury  of  four.]  A\ig,  12. 

Married  Woman— Htt^^nd transported  Convict — Evidence,  of  Conviction — Indent —  Dichinaon  J. 

Femme  sole. 

An  indent  ia  sufficient  to  prove  that  a  person  is  a  transported  convict^  though 
not  stating  the  offence  for  which  he  was  transported  (2). 

Satisfactory  evidence  having  been  given  that  a  person  was  a  prisoner  at  the  time 
of  a  Crown  grant  to  his  wife,  and  of  her  conveyance  in  her  own Aame  to  another, 
she  must  be  considered  a  femme  sole,  and  her  conveyance  is  good. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  to  recover  five  perches  of 
land,  situated  on  the  "  Rocks  "  in  Sydney. 

It  appeared  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  bought  of  one  HomsloWy 
who  purchased  of  one  Jane  Farrell^  said  to  be  the  wife  of  the  present 
defendant,  who  at  the  time  she  parted  with  the  property  was  a  prisoner 
of  the  Crown  for  life.  The  grant  from  the  Crown  to  the  said  Jaiie 
Farrell^  the  deed  of  conveyance  from  her  to  HandoWf  and  Hanslow  to 
the  plaintiff,  were  proved,  and  also  the  indent,  to  prove  that  the  de- 
fendant, James  Farrelly  came  out  to  the  colony  a  prisoner  for  life,  in 
the  year  1814,  in  the  ship  The  Three  Bees. 

Jfichie  for  the  plaintiff. 

Faster  for  the  defendant. 

His  Honor,  in  summing  up,  told  the  jury  that  he  considered  the 
deed  from  Mrs.  Farrell  to  Hanslow  as  a  bargain  and  sale ;  and  this 
baing  the  case,  the  documentary  part  of  the  plaintiff^s  case  had  been 
clearly  made  oat.  And,  lastly,  that  the  indent  was  sufficient  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  was  a  convict,  though  it  did  not  state  the  offence 
for  which  he  was  transported  (this  was  one  of  the  objections  taken  to 
it)  ;  for  it  is  the  punishment  and  not  the  offence  that  shows  whetlier  a 
roan  is  a  prisoner  for  life,  &c.,  or  not.  And  there  being  satisfactory 
evidence,  therefore,  that  the  defendant  was  a  prisoner  at  the  time  of  the 
grant  being  made  to  Mrs.  Jane  Farrelly  and  that  she  conveyed  in  her 
own  name  to  Hanslow ,  in  accordance  with  the  late  Sir  Francis  Forbes^ 
judgment  in  the  case  of  Doe  dem,  Smithers  v.  Clarke  (3)  (1834)  Mrs. 
Jane  Farrell  was  in  the  eye  of  the  law  a  femme  sole,  and  could,  there- 
fore, alone  convey  her  property. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff.     Damages^  one  shilling. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Aug.  13,  1847.  (2)  Bat  see  this  case  on 

motion  for  a  new  trial,  mth,  nom.  po".  dtm.  Cotton  r.  Farrtly  pofft.,  Oct,  29,  1847. 
(3)  1  S.C.R.  Ap.  33. 
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^^7'  DOE  dem,  IRVING  v.  GANNON  and  Another  (1)  [No.  2]. 

SepL  1. 

Registration  Act — 7  Vic,  Xo.  16,  sec.  11 — VcUuMe  considerutioiL 
Stephen  C.J. 

j^Q^       *       The  hond  fide  execution  mentioned  in  sec.  11  of  the  Registration  Act  shoald  be 
Therry  J.     &  hond  fide  execution  by  those  by  whom  the  deed  is  made. 

The  judgments  of  tbe  Court,  in  which  the  facts  and  arguments  are  fully 
set  out,  was  delivered  by 

Dickinson,  J.  This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  by  the  official  assignee 
of  Michael  Gannon^  an  insolvent.  The  plaintiff  proved  a  grant  from  the 
Crown  to  one  Peacock^  and  a  mortgage  from  him  to  Michad  Ganwm^ 
and  the  insolvency  of  the  latter,  together  with  the  appointment  as  his 
assignee.  The  before-mentioned  mortgage  was  never  registered.  The 
defendants  claimed  under  a  subsequent  deed  which  was  registered.  That 
deed  was  from  (not  Gannon,  the  legal  owner,  but)  Peacock,  Gannon 
appearing  by  the  second  deed  to  be  only  an  assenting  or  directing  party. 
The  question  at  the  trial  was,  which  of  the  two  parties  thus  claiming 
under  the  same  Peacock  should  prevail.  The  defendants  contended  that 
they  should  prevail  by  reason  of  their  prior  registry.  The  plaintiff  urged 
that  he  was  entitled  to  the  verdict,  as  the  deed  to  Michael  Gannon  vas 
executed  before  the  other,  and  the  latter  was  not  executed  by  Gannon 
hondjide  and  for  valuable  consideration. 

At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  cestui  qtte  trust  (the  wife  of  Gannon) 
of  the  second  deed,  in  consideration  of  it,  had  executed  a  release  of  her 
dower  in  the  land,  and  there  was  evidence  that  when  the  second  deed 
was  executed  the  affairs  of  Michael  Gannon  were  much  embarrassed. 
The  Chief  Justice  directed  the  Jury  that  the  second  deed  would  prevail, 
only,  if  made  hy  Peacock  hond  fide,  or  for  valu^le  consideration.  The 
Jury  delivered  their  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

There  was  a  motion  made  at  the  Banco  sittings,  after  the  last  term, 
for  a  new  trial,  and  at  the  hearing  we  disposed  of  all  the  points,  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff,  with  the  exception  of  one,  viz.,  whether  or  not 
the  bond  fide  execution  mentioned  in  section  11  of  the  Registration 
Act,  7  Vic,  No.  16,  should  be  a  bo^idfide  execution  6y  those  to  whom  the 

(1)  The  Sydney  M(miing  Herald,  Sept.  3,  1847.  Cited  1  S.C.R,  Eq.  38;  D.  d- 
Cooper  V.  Hughes,  post,  Dec.  1847 ;  D.  d.  Peacock  r.  Ring,  post,  April,  1854 ;  and 
Gannon  v.  Spink s,  post,  July,  1S56,  and  see  page  385. 
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deed  toas  made  ?    We  have  considered  this  point,  and  we  are  of  opinion        1847. 


that  the  Jury  were  rightly  instructed.  At  common  law,  a  prior  took  jy^^ 
effect  against  a  subsequent  deed.  At  this  day  it  has  the  same  power,  dem. 
unless  there  is  some  positive  enactment  which  has  altered  this  efficacy.  ^, 

The  Legislature  by  its  Registry  Act  has  given  priority  to  deeds,  accord-  Gannon. 
ing  not  to  the  time  of  their  execution,  but  to  that  of  registration,  if  they  Dickinson  J." 
are  executed  or  made  bond  fide,  &c.  Now  the  execution  of  a  deed  is  the 
act  of  the  transferor,  and  vests  the  estate  in  the  transferee  immediately, 
whether  he  is  cognizant  of  the  transaction  or  not  (2) ;  and  therefore  the 
hand  fides  mentioned  in  the  11th  section  must  be  on  the  part  of  the 
transferor.  If  the  Legislature  intended  that  the  good  faith  should  exist 
in  the  other  party  to  a  deed,  qiu>d  voluit  nan  dixit. 

By  reference  to  the  statutes  (13  Eliz.  c.  5,  and  27,  Eliz.  c.  4)  against 
fraudulent  alienations,  there  will  be  found  a  ^pectaZ  section  (viz.,  section 
6)  in  favour  of  purchasers  hand-fide  and  for  valuable  consideration. 
There  is  no  such  provision  in  the  Colonial  Registry  Act,  and  that 
absence  affords  us  another  reason  for  our  opinion,  that  the  hond-fides 
must  exist  in  the  transferor. 

Had  Gannon,  before  Irving  acquired  anything  by  the  insolvency, 
conveyed  to  the  defendants,  there  would  have  still  have  been  a  question 
under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  whether  they  could  retain,  for,  the  deed 
would  have  been  a  fraud  on  his  creditors,  if  with  intent  to  defeat  or 
delay  them.  And  so  it  might  possibly  have  been,  had  Peacock  had  the 
title,  and  conveyed  to  the  defendants  by  Gannon's  directions.  But 
here,  Gannon  conveyed  nothing.  He  directed  Peacock  to  convey  ;  and 
Peacock  purports  to  convey,  accordingly.  He,  however,  had  nothing  to 
convey,  and  consequently  conveyed  nothing.  And  Gannon,  who  had 
the  estate,  and  might  have  conveyed,  did  not  assume  to  convey,  but 
only  directed  another  to  do  so.  So  that,  as  a  conveyance,  it  operated 
nothing. 

Therefore,  there  is  no  conflict  of  titles  under  or  dependent  on  the 
statute  of  Elizabeth  If  there  were,  the  defendants  might  retain  (how- 
ever dishonest  GannorCs  intentions),  if  they  acquired  in  ignorance  of 
those  intentions,  and  for  value.  Gannon  (without  or  in  concert  with 
Peacock)  might  have  conveyed  to  the  defendants  bond-fide,  and  had  he 
done  so,  their  title  would  have  been  good.  But,  were  the  innocency  or 
bonorfides  of  the  recipient  the  test,  alone,  disregarding  the  mala  fides 
and  fraud  of  the  party  executing,  frauds  by  the  vendor  of  property  would 
become  much  facilitated  and  encouraged. 

"We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  tlie  motion  for  a  new  trial  must  be 

refused. 

New  trial  refused, 

(2)  See  note  (a)  to  page  701  of  2  Man.  &  Or. 

2c 
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1847.  REYNOLDS  v,  TREE.  (1) 


Practice — Power  of  single  Jvdge  in  Chambers  in  vacation — 4  Vic,,  Xo,  22,  wc.  27— 

Stephen  C.J.  Affidavits  in  support — Form  of  the  order, 

Dickinson  J. 

Therrv  J         ^^®  order  of  a  Judge  in  Chambers,  exercUing  the  powers  of  the  Full  Court  in 
vacation,  may  be  proved  by  the  production  of  the  original  order  in  Court. 

It  is  the  practice  of  the  Court  to  receive  an  affidavit,  made  even  during  an  arga* 
ment,  as  to  the  mere  8er\'ice  of  an  order. 

A  foundation  for  the  interference  of  a  Judge,  under  aec.  27, 4  Vic,  Ko.  22,miifit 
be  shown  by  clearly  setting  out  in  the  summons  that  it  is  a  case  of  emergen<7,aiid 
the  order  of  the  Judge  ought  to  bear  on  its  face  sufficient  to  show  that  he  had 
jurisdiction. 

In  this  case,  during  vacation,  His  Honor  Mr.  Justice  Therry  had 
granted  an  order  to  stay  proceedings  in  the  cause,  by  virtue  of  the  27th 
section  of  4  Vic,  No.  22,  which  empowers  a  single  Judge  in  Chambers, 
during  vacation,  in  a  case  of  emergency,  to  exercise  the  powers  of  the 
Full  Court.  The  same  Act  requires  the  party  succeeding  before  the 
Judge  as  aforesaid,  to  apply  to  the  Court  on  the  first  day  of  Term,  to 
have  the  order  confirmed. 

Foster  moved  that  the  order  be  confirmed. 

Fisher  objected,  that  the  Judge's  order  was  not  verified  by  affidavit, 
nor  was  there  an  affidavit  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  served  with  a  oopj 
of  the  order. 

Foster  proposed  to  read  an  affida\'it,  not  in  existence  on  the  first  day 
of  Term,  to  which  FisJier  objected. 

The  original  order  was  produced  in  Court  by  the  Prothonotary  during 
the  argument. 

The  Chief  Justice  intimated  that  it  was  undoubtedly  the  practice  of 
the  Court,  during  the  hearing  of  an  argument,  to  receive  an  affidavit, 
made  even  during  the  argument,  as  to  the  mere  service  of  an  order,  and 
the  Court  saw  no  reason  to  depart  from  that  practice  now.  And  as  to 
the  "  order,"  an  order  was  produced  in  the  matter,  bearing  the  signature 

• 

of  the  Judge  who  made  it,  and  that  the  Court  was  bound  to  recogms^j 
and,  therefore,  the  preliminary  objections  were  held  untenable. 

1)  The  Sydney  M<yming  Herald,  Oct.  12. 1847  ;  Supreme  Court  Practice,  Stephen's 

Supplemeat»  127.    Cited  7  X.S.W.  L.  R.  189. 
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Fisher  then  objected,  that  upon  the  face  of  the  order  it  did  not  appear         ^847. 
that  it  had  proceeded  from  the  extraordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  Judge,     Reyxolds 
which  had  been  invoked  under  a  particular  Act  of  Council,  nor  did  it        q,'" 
appear  the  statutory  conditions  had  been  complied  with.     The  Court 
was  called  on  to  confirm  an  order,  made  by  a  Judge  by  virtue  of  the 
Act,  but  it  did  not  contain  any  reference  to  the  Act  under  which  it  was 
made,  nor  did  it  embody  facts,  from  which  the  Court  might  even  now 
draw  the  inference,  that  it  was  such  a  case  of  emergency  for  the  imme- 
diate  interference  of  a  single  Judge.    There  was  therefore  nothing  before 
the  Court  to  confirm.     Christie  v,  Untvin  (2). 

The  Chief  Justice  said,  that  in  all  cases  it  had  been  so  decided,  that 
before  this  particular  interference  of  a  Judge  could  be  exercised,  a 
foundation  for  that  interference  must  be  laid  ;  and  that  foundation  con- 
sisted in  having  it  clearly  set  out  in  the  summons  that  it  was  a  cose  of 
emergency,  and  without  that  fact,  a  Judge  had  no  jurisdiction ;  and  that 
he  was  inclined  to  think  that  the  order  itself  made  upon  the  hearing  of 
that  summons,  ought  to  bear  upon  its  face  sufficient  to  show  that  the 
Judge  who  made  it  had  jurisdiction.  At  all  events  in  this  case,  whei*e 
Uiere  was  no  affidavit  setting  out  the  facts  of  the  emergency  v/hich 
influenced  the  Judge — before  the  Court — and  with  only  a  judge's  order 
before  it,  which  also  did  not  state  that  the  case  was  originally  one  of 
emergency,  the  Court  has  nothing  before  it  to  confirm. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Motion  dismissed,  witho^it  costs, 

(2)11  A.  &E.  373. 
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1847.  DOE  dem.  LUMSDAINE  r.  BOLLARD.  (1) 


December  6. 


Ecidence— Indirect  evidence  in  reply — Eviden/^e  in  rejoinder — Anticipation  oj 

Stephen  C.J.  defendant's  evidence 

Dickinson  J. 

Thtrru  J  "^  plaintiff  may  give  evidence  in  indirect  denial  of  facts  stated  by  defendants 

witnesses  only  in  cases  where  the  Judge  shall  be  satisfied,  under  all  the  drcom- 
stances,  that  the  fact  adduced  by  the  defendant,  and  sought  to  be  denied,  was  one 
which  the  plaintifif  could  not  reasonably  have  anticipated  would  have  been 
adduced. 

In  such  cases  the  defendant  ought  to  be  permitted  to  give  evidence  in  rejoinder. 

A  plaintiff,  anticipating  a  defendant's  proofs,  and  meeting  the  same  by  evidence, 
must  do  so  fully  and  without  reserving  ]X)rtion  of  his  defence. 

The  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  in  this  case  by— 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  was  an  ejectment,  to  recover  possession  of 
premises  at  Picton,  called  George  Inn.  The  cause  was  tried  in  August 
last,  before  Mr.  Justice  Therry^  when  the  following  appeared  to  be  the 
facts.  The  defendant  had  become  tenant  of  the  inn,  under  Mr.  LurM- 
daine,  in  1845,  for  two  years,  ending  on  the  30th  April,  1847.  lu  ^^ 
month  of  September  or  October  preceding  that  date,  some  negotiation 
was  entered  into  between  the  parties  for  a  continuance  of  the  lease  for 
five  months  additional.  The  landlord  denied  that  there  was  anything 
more  than  a  negotiation,  which  was  abortive  He  accordingly  demanded 
possession  at  the  end  of  the  two  years,  which  the  defendant  refused  to 
give,  alleging  that  there  was  a  concluded  agreement  for  the  additional 
five  months,  which  was  not  in  fact  expired  at  the  time  of  the  trial  To 
prove  this  he  called  a  witness,  who  swore  distinctly  that  he  was  present 
when  such  agreement  was  made.  The  defendant's  counsel  then  desired 
the  witness  to  state  the  remainder  of  the  conversation,  in  order  to 
explain  the  matter — by  showing  that  at  the  expiration  of  the  fi^e 
months  an  adjoining  farm  (also  the  property  of  Mr.  Lumsdaine)  would 
become  vacant,  when  both  properties  were  to  be  tenanted  jointly  by  the 
defendant,  for  a  term  of  seven  years.  His  Honor  rejected  that  evidencei 
as  being  immaterial  to  the  issue ;  the  only  question  in  the  case  being 
the  tenancy  of  the  inn  and  not  the  farm.  The  plaintiff  then,  to  confrA* 
diet  the  defendant's  witness  (by  showing  there  had  been  a  proposition 

(1)  Tlie  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Oct  30,  Dec.  8,  1647. 
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only,  without  any  concluded  arrangement,)  offered  in  evidence  a  letter  1847. 
of  the  defendant's,  addressed  to  the  lessor  of  plaintiff,  at  a  date  pos-  poE 
tenor  to  the  conversation,  in  which,  alludins^  to  some  written  communi-   ,    '^^^'"* 

LUMSDAINE 

cation  from  the  letter,  the  defendant  refused  to  accede  to  the  terms  pro-  r. 

posed.    The  receipt  of  the  evidence  was  objected  to,  and  the  defendant's     ^^^^^^^• 
counsel  insisted  that,  at  all  events,  it  was  inadmissible  without  the  com-  ^^^P^^^^  ^' J» 
munication  to  which  it  was  in  reply.      The  Judge  thoughf,  however, 
that  he  was  bound  to  receive  the  letter,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 
The  demise  was  laid  on  the  day  after  the  expiry  of  two  years. 

In  the  last  term,  Mr.  Darvall  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
of  the  admission  of  that  evidence,  and  the  rejection  of  the  residue  of 
tho  conversation,  on  which  he  had  sought  to  examine  the  defendant's 
witnesses.  He  tendered  an  aflSdavit,  made  by  the  defendant,  setting 
out  the  correspondence,  of  which  the  letter  formed  part,  and  contended 
that  the  Jury  had  been  led  into  most  serious  error,  by  having  applied 
the  contents  of  that  letter  to  the  five  months'  term,  and  consequently 
to  the  taking  of  the  inn,  whereas  it  now  appeared  that  the  subjects  in 
dispute  were  exclusively  the  farm,  and  the  proposed  future  conjoint 
lease  of  both,  when  the  five  months  would  have  expired.  In  Mr. 
Lu7}isdaine*8  letter,  put  forward  by  the  defendant  (and  to  which  the 
defendant's  was  clearly  a  reply)  the  terms  of  the  seven  years  are  dwelt 
on,  and  the  defendant  is  apprised  that,  if  he  did  not  agree  to  them,  he 
should  not  have  the  five  months'  lease.  The  defendant's  rejection  of 
those  terms,  Mr.  Darvall  insisted,  were  at  the  trial  supposed  to  be  a 
rejection  of  terms  offered  for  the  five  months'  lease  of  the  inn.  Mr. 
Lotve  for  the  plaintiff  contended,  however,  that  the  defendant's  case 
was  not  bettered  by  the  correspondence,  as  (he  maintained)  it  showed 
that  the  granting  of  the  additional  five  months  depended  entirely  on 
the  defendant's  acceptance  of  the  terms  proposed  for  the  seven  years. 
As  to  the  latter  part  of  the  conversation,  which  had  been  rejected,  Mr. 
Loice  repeated  the  argument  on  the  trial,  that  it  related  to  a  different 
matter,  and  therefore  was  immaterial 

We  reserved  our  decision,  in  order  that  we  might  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  considering,  in  a  view  of  its  final  settlement,  the  question 
which  so  frequently  arises  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence,  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff,  in  reply  to  the  case  of  the  defendant.  The  following, 
we  believe,  will  be  found  to  embody  the  leading  rules  and  principles  on 
this  subject.  Where  there  are  issues  arising  out  of  pleas  in  denial,  and 
pleas  in  confession  and  avoidance,  the  plaintiff  may  prove  in  the  first 
instance  so  much  of  his  case,  only,  as  the  defendant  has  denied,  leaving 
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1847.         it  to  the  defendant  to  prove  bis  pleas  of  avoidance.    Should  the  plaintiff 

Doe         adopt  this  course,  he  may  give  evidence  in  disproof  of  those  pleas  when 

dem.         |.jjg  defendant's  case  has  closed.     He  may,  however,  if  he  thinks  fit, 
Lfmsdaine  .  . 

.  V,  anticipate  the  defendant's  proofs,  and  give  evidence  to  meet  the  defence 

in  the  first  instance.  But,  when  the  plaintiff  does  this,  he  must  do  so 
J^ephen  C.J.  fyjjy^  j£g  cannot  reserve  any  portion  of  his  evidence,  or  disprove  the 
defendant*?*  case  by  halves.  Whichever  of  these  courses  be  taken,  it 
will  occasionally  happen  that  evidence  may  be  given  by  the  defendant, 
in  denial  of  the  case  of  the  plaintiff  (that  is,  in  disproof  of  some  aver- 
ment traversed  by  the  defendant)  which  the  plaintiff  may  be  distinctly 
able  to  contradict.  In  all  such  cases  he  may  give  evidence  in  reply  for 
the  purpose  of  contradiction.  That  contradiction,  however,  in  every 
case  where  the  defendant's  evidence  could  reasonably  have  been  antici- 
pated, should  be  direct,  and  not  argumentative.  Tliat  is  to  say,  the 
particular  fact  adduced  in  evidence  for  the  defendant  should  be  denied 
in  terms,  and  not  indirectly,  or  by  inference  only.  The  Jury  will  then 
not  be  embarrassed  by  complicated  questions.  Where  the  defendant's 
witness  swears  to  a  fact,  and  the  plaintiffs  witness  swears  that  no  such 
fact  occurred,  nothing  remains  but  to  decide  to  which  of  the  two 
superior  credit  shall  be  given.  But,  if  a  plaintiff  were  allowed  in  all 
cases,  in  reply  to  evidence  given  of  a  fact,  to  adduce  evidence  of  matters 
indirectly  in  denial  of  it,  the  Jury  would  have  to  determine  the  addi- 
tional question,  whether  the  two  pieces  of  evidence  were  in  themselves 
inconsistent.  If  such  e^ddence  be  allowed  in  reply,  evidence  ought  to 
be  received  in  rejoinder.  This,  on  the  same  rule,  may  be  either  direct 
or  indirect ;  and  thus  trials  would  be  almost  indefinitely  prolonged,  and 
the  questions  for  consideration  be  multiplied,  to  a  most  perplexing 
extent.  On  the  other  hand,  if  plaintiffs  were  compelled  to  adduce 
evidence,  in  order  to  meet  every  fact,  or  refute  every  assertion,  which 
they  may  conjecture  that  the  defendant  may  introduce,  in  disproof  of 
their  case,  trials  might  be  protracted  quite  as  inconveniently,  to  the 
great  waste  of  the  public  time. 

The  rules  which  we  think  may  safely  be  laid  down,  therefore,  as 
governing  cases  of  this  kind,  are  the  following.  We^  conceive  that  a 
plaintiff  may  give  evidence  in  reply,  in  all  cases,  in  direct  denial  of  facts 
&poken  to  by  the  defendant's  witnesses ;  and  that  the  defendant  will 
then  have  no  right  to  call  evidence  in  rejoinder.  We  are  of  opinion, 
also,  that  a  plaintiff  may  give  evidence  in  certain  cases,  in  indireci 
denial  merely;  that  is  to  say,  in  cases  where  (but  where  only)  the  Judge 
shall  be  satisfied,  under  all  the  circumstances,  that  the  fact  adduced  by 
the  defendant,  and  sought  to  be  denied,  was  one  which  the  plaintiff 
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could  not  reasonably  liave  anticipated  would  be  adduced.  In  such  cases^  1847. 
we  bave  no  doubt  that  the  defendant  ought  to  be  permitted  to  give  dob 
evidence,  where  he  shall  be  prepared  to  do  so,  in  rejoinder.  ^    ^^* 

'  ^      ^  »  J  LUMSDAINB 

We  have  spoken  of  these  rules,  as  applying  to  cases  where  there  are  Boli^rd. 
pleas  in  denial,  as  well  as  in  confession  and  avoidance.  But  they  will  ,5/^-,;^;^  q  j^ 
be  equally  applicable,  and  the  right  of  calling  evidence  in  reply,  or 
rejoinder,  will  equally  be  determined  by  them,  in  cases  where  one  of  the 
two  species  of  pleas  is  pleaded  only;  or  where,  as  in  ejectment,  the 
pleadings  are  wholly  at  large,  and  every  kind  of  defence  Ls  admissible 
under  not  guilty.  And,  applying  the  rules  in  question  to  the  present 
case,  we  are  of  opinion  as  follows.  First,  that  the  letter  adduced  in 
reply  was  an  indirect  denial  only ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  matter  in 
refutation  of  which  it  was  offered,  might  reasonably  (and  indeed  must) 
have  been  expected,  since  it  is  plain,  that  Mr.  Lumsdaine  knew  well 
the  intended  defence.  The  letter,  therefore,  should  not  have  been 
received.  We  are  of  opinion,  however,  that  supposing  it  to  have  rightly 
received,  a  new  trial  ought  still  to  be  granted,  as  it  now  appears  that 
the  contents  of  the  letter,  detached  from  the  correspondence  of  which  it 
formed  part,  was  calculated  to  mislead  the  Jury,  and  probably  did 
mislead  them  as  to  the  subject  to  which  the  expressions  relied  on  had 
reference. 

With  respect  to  the  conversation,  the  Judge  was  clearly  right  in 
rejecting  the  evidence,  on  the  impressions  entertained  by  him.  It 
seems  to  us,  however,  that  the  taking  of  the  Inn  for  the  five  montlis 
may  have  been,  and  it  would  seem  that  it  probably  was,  in  some  way, 
connected  with  the  proposed  subsequent  taking  of  the  Inn  and  Farm 
conjointly,  when  the  latter  should  be  vacant.  In  that  view,  the  two 
takings — though  in  one  sense  quite  distinct — were  in  fact  associated 
together  in  the  minds  of  both  parties  ;  and  the  letting  of  the  one  might 
be  an  inducement  to  the  taking  of  the  other.  For  this  reason,  and 
because  all  the  conversation,  to  which  the  witness  could  have  spoken,  at 
one  and  the  same  interview,  we  conceive  on  the  whole  that  all  should 
have  been  received.  On  the  grounds  specified,  there  will  be  a  new  trial 
— the  costs  of  the  former,  to  abide  the  event  of  such  trial. 

New  trial  granted  ;  costs  to  abide  the  evetit. 
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Oct,  29. 

Stephen  C.J. 

Dickiniion  J, 

and 

The^Ty  J, 


DOE  dem.  COTTON  v.  FARRALL.  (1) 
EviiUnce^Z  Will.  IV,  Xo,  3,  «cr.  35— Indent  evidence  of  transportation. 

An  indent^  to  be  evidence  of  a  person  having  arrived  in  the  Colony  as  a  convict, 
ought  to  state  the  oflfcnce,  as  seemed  to  be  contemplated  by  the  Act,  3  WilL  IV, 
No,  3,  sec.  35  {per  the  Chief  Justice  and  Theiry^  J.,  Dichnson,  J.,  disaeniiente). 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  to  recover  possession  of 
two^nd-a-half  perches  of  land,  situate  on  the  loccdity  known  by  the 
name  of  the  "  Rocks^^*  Sydney.  This  case  was  tried  before  His  Honor 
Mr.  Justice  DicJd'nson  last  August,  when  the  following  facts  appeared 
in  evidence.  The  plaintiff  claimed  title  to  the  property  in  question, 
from  one  Hanslow,  who  bought  of  one  Jane  Farrall,  the  wife  of  the 
present  defendant.  The  deed  of  conveyance  from  Mrs.  Farrall  to 
Hanslow  was  very  inartificially  drawn,  being,  as  it  was  alleged  by  counsel 
for  the  defendant,  at  the  trial,  neither  a  bargain  and  sale,  nor  an 
indenture,  and  in  other  respects,  void,  for  not  distinctly  describing  the 
parcels  purporting  to  be  conveyed  thereby.  The  deed  of  grant  from  the 
Crown  to  Mrs.  Farrall^  was  put  in  and  received  in  evidence,  the  grant 
having  been  made  to  her  individually,  as  it  was  alleged  ;  for  though  a 
married  woman,  yet  that  her  husband  at  this  time  was  a  prisoner  for 
life,  having  arrived  as  a  convict,  as  it  was  attempted  to  be  proved  at 
the  trial,  in  the  year  1814,  in  the  ship  The  Three  Bees.  To  prove  this 
latter  circumstance,  the  plaintiff  produced  from  the  Colonial  Office, 
under  the  Act  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  a  certain  "indent,"' 
purporting  to  contain  the  names  of  the  persons  who  came  as  prisoners 
in  that  vessel,  and  in  that  "  indent "  was  found  the  name  of  a  person 
bearing  the  same  Christian  and  surname  as  the  defendant,  but  no  clear 
evidence  was  adduced  to  prove  that  the  defendant  was  the  person  so 
described;  or  that  he  caone  out  in  the  said  ship  as  a  "convict";  or  that 
upon  his  arrival  he  was  treated  as  one. 

For  the  defendant  evidence  was  adduced  to  show  that  he  was  married 
to  said  Jane  Farrall  at  the  time  she  conveyed,  and,  therefore,  as  he  was 
not  likewise  a  conveying  party,  the  deed  to  Hanslow  was  void  against 
him. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Dec  30,  1847.    (See  Doe  d.  Tugwell  i*. 

Farrell,  ante,  p.  399.) 
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His  Honor  told  the  Jury  that  he  thought  the  title  had  been  properly 
traced,  and  that  the  **  indent "  was  under  the  Act  sufficient  evidence  to 
prove  that  the  defendant  arrived  in  tlie  colony  as  a  prisoner  for  life, 
and  therefore  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  Doe  dem  Smithera  v, 
Clarke,  decided  in  this  Court  (1834),  Jane  Farrall  was  in  the  eye  of 
law  0,/emme  sole,  and  therefore  as  such  might  have  legally  conveyed 
her  property  without  the  intervention  of  her  husband.  (2)  The  Jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The  case  now  came  before  the  full 
Court  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 

Foster,  for  the  defendant,  contended  as  follows  : — That  the  deed  from 
Jane  Farrall  to  Hanslow  was  void,  it  being  a  mere  deed  poll,  and  not 
inter  partes,  and  therefore  could  not  be  viewed  in  the  light,  as  it  was 
at  the  trial,  of  a  bargain  and  sale ;  nor  was  it  an  indenture,  and  much 
less  was  it  a  feoffment,  because  it  did  not  contain  the  usual  technical 
language  of  such  a  deed,  2  Bloc  Com,,  and  Jacobs' s  Law  Dictionary, 
The  deed  was  also  void  in  respect  of  the  parcels ;  and  the  evidence 
adduced  at  the  trial,  to  render  that  certain  in  this  respect,  viz. :  the 
parcels,  which  was  otherwise  uncertain,  sufficient.  And  lastly,  that  the 
"  indent "  of  the  fact  of  the  defendant's  having  arrived  here  a  prisoner 
was  improperly  received.  It  was  submitted  on  this  point,  that  as  such 
evidence  was  received  by  virtue  of  a  statute  which  substituted  such 
evidence  for  the  highest  evidence  the  law  recognises,  viz.,  records,  that 
that  Act  ought  to  be  construed  strictly  ;  the  provisions  of  that  Act, 
3  Will.  IV,  No.  3,  section  35,  require  that  the  indent  produced  shall 
contain  the  name  of  the  convict,  his  offence,  and  sentence.  Now,  the 
indent  produced  did  not  contain  the  offence  for  which  the  defendant 
was  ti-ansported ;  and  it  may  so  have  happened  that  he  was  tmnsported 
for  an  offence  that  was  not  a  felony  in  itself ;  and  as  it  was  suggested 
by  the  Court,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  it  was  not  apparent 
at  law  why  a  person  even  transported  for  life  for  an  offence  not  a  felony 
might  not  have  acquired  land  by  grant.  Besides,  in  other  respects  the 
evidence  at  the  trial  did  not  show  that  the  defendant  was  treated  as  a 
convict  on  board  the  vessel,  or  that  he  had  been  so  treated  upon  his 
arrival  here.  All  the  evidence  adduced  was  consistent  with  the 
defendant  having  arrived  here  as  a  sailor  on  board  the  vessel. 

Michie,  in  support  of  the  verdict,  claimed  that  the  indent  was  con- 
clusive evidence  of  the  condition  in  which  the  defendant  arrived.  The 
Act  that  substituted  this  evidence  could  not  be  applied  so  strictly  to 
this  indent,  which  was  made  out  long  before  the  Act  passed. 


1847. 


DOK 

dem. 

Cotton 

t\ 

Farrall. 


(2)  No  satisfactory  report  of  this  case  can  be  obtained,  but  see  1  S.C.R.  App.  33, 
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Dob 

dem. 

Cotton 

V, 

Farealu 


The  Court  held  that  a  new  trial  should  be  refused  as  to  the  other 
grounds,  but  as  to  the  indent  that  a  new  trial  should  be  granted 
(Dickinsofiy  J.,  dissentiente). . 

Their  Honors  the  Chief  Justice  and  Mr.  Justice  Therry  thought 
that  an  indent,  to  be  evidence  of  a  person  having  arrived  in  the  colony 
as  a  convict,  ought  to  state  the  "offence,"  for  this  the  Act  seemed  to 
contemplate ;  here  the  indent  produced  did  not  state  the  offence,  nor 
did  the  evidence  produced  prove  that  the  defendant  had  arrived  here 
as  a  transported  felon,  and  was  reputed  and  dealt  with  as  such,  when 
in  the  colony,  which  the  Act  also  required.* 

His  Honor  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson  disagreed  on  this  point  with  the 
rest  of  the  Court, — intimating  that,  looking  at  the  preamble  of  the  Act, 
and  the  several  clauses,  he  considered  that  the  indent  was  merely  meant 
to  be  evidence  of  the  "  term,"  and  not  the  "  sentence  "  for  which  the 
convict  came,  and  therefore  that  the  indent  was  rightly  received,  though 
it  did  n'ot  state  the  sentence. 


Ifeiv  trial  (/ranted  ;  costs  to  abide  the  everU. 
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DOE  dem,  SWAN  r.  M'DOUGALL.  (1)  1847. 


Dec  3 

Sjectment — Croim  (jrant  **  in  tntst" — Will — Jus  tertii, 

Stephen  C.J. 
A  person  who  has  had  twenty  years  possession  of  land,  if  he  lose  his  possession,  •^^^'•"^^'^  J* 
may  be  effectually  defeated,  on  his  bringing  an  ejectment,  by  showing  actual  title      Thrrry  J. 
in  another.     The  promisee  of  a  Crown  grant,  having  by  his  will  disposed  of  his  lands 
to  the  plaintiff  and  another,  died  before  issue  of  the  grant.     Subsequently  a  grant 
was  made  to  the  troatees  of  the  will  (who  by  the  terms  thereof  had  no  estate  in 
the  said  lands),  in  trust  for  the  persons  entitled  under  the  will. 

HM^  that  the  grant  conveyed  the  legal  estate,  as  the  testator,  under  the  will, 
would  have  devised  it,  had  he,  at  the  date  of  the  will,  the  legal  estate  in  himself. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  in  this  case  was  delivered  by —  d^c,  10. 

The  Chief  Justice.  On  the  trial  of  this  case  at  the  last  Maitland 
Circuit,  before  Mr.  Justice  Therry,  the  facts  appeared  to  be  as  follows  : 
The  father  of  the  lessor  was  the  promisee  of  the  land  from  the  Crown, 
and  he  was  in  possession  of  it  for  twenty  years  and  upwards.  The  lessor 
proved  the  death  of  his  father,  and  that  he  was  heir  at  law,  and  there  he 
rested  his  case.  The  defence  was,  that  the  deceased  had  made  a  will, 
and  that,  after  his  death,  the  Crown  granted  the  land  to  two  persons, 
John  Boughton  and  William  Dunn^  and  their  heirs  "  in  trust  for  the 
severed  persons  mentioned  in  the  said  wUl^  according  to  tlieir  respective 
rights  and  interests,  under  the  limitations  in  the  said  will."  The  will, 
however,  was  not  produced.  Tlie  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  did  not 
object,  that  the  grant  was  inadmissible  in  evidence,  without  the  will , 
but  he  contended  that  its  non-production  afforded  a  strong  inference  in 
support  of  the  plaintifTs  case,  and  entitled  the  jury  to  presume  that  the 
will,  had  it  been  produced,  would  have  supported  the  title  of  the  heir, 
by  showing  some  trust  or  limitation,  as  to  the  property  in  question,  for 
his  benefit,  so  that  the  will  and  the  grant,  taken  together,  if  any  effect 
could  be  given  to  them,  operated  to  convey  it  to  him  as  the  party  solely 
interested  under  the  will.  But  the  learned  counsel  relied  on  the  case  of 
Doe  d.  Chapman  v.  Kains,  decided  in  this  Court,  as  establishing  the 
position  that  a  grant  so  worded,  without  showing  who  were  the  parties 
intended  to  take,  or  who  could  and  would  take  under  the  instrument 

(1)  Tlit  Sydney  Morning  Herald^  Dec.  4  and  11,  1847  ;  and  April  11,  1848. 
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1847         referred  to  by  it,  was  wholly  inoperative  for  any  purpose.     On  the  sup- 

j)qe         posed  authority  of  that  case,  the  Judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the 

^"^'        plaintiff. 
Swan        ^ 

M*DouGALL.  The  Solicitor-General  moved,  on  Friday  last,  for  a  new  trial,  contendin<^ 
Stephen  C  J  ^^^^  ^*  ^*®  competent  for  a  defendant  in  ejectment,  notwithstanding 
twenty  years'  possession  in  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  to  show  actual 
title  to  the  land  in  the  Crown,  and  that  the  Crown  had  granted  it  to 
some  third  person  other  than  the  particular  party  here  claiming.  He 
denied  that  Doe  v,  Kahi8  was  an  authority  for  the  point  asserted.  The 
Court  had  there  only  determined  that  a  grant  to  one  in  trust  for 
another  or  others,  having  regard  to  the  Statute  of  Uses,  vested  the 
estate  in  the  latter.  He  might  admit  that  it  was  uncertain  who  took 
the  estate,  therefore,  in  this  case.  But  it  was  sufficient  for  the  defen- 
dant to  have  ^ho^n  prima  facia  (as  by  the  terms  of  the  grant  he  had 
shown),  that  the  estate  was  in  "  several  persons,"  not  one  person.  If 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  one  of  these,  or  (which  was  necessary) 
was  the  only  one  of  them  now  entitled  under  the  will,  he  should  have 
shown  it  in  reply.  In  the  absence  of  any  such  evidence,  it  must  be 
presumed  that  the  title  was  in  some  one  else,  and  the  more  so,  as  the 
lessor  had  distinctly  claimed  as  heir  and  not  as  a  devisee.  In  answer 
to  these  arguments,  Mr,  Lowe  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  contended, 
but  without  citing  any  authority  for  the  position,  that  unless  a  valid 
conveyance  from  the  Crown  to  some  third  party  had  been  shown,  the 
plaintiff^s  case  was  unimpcached.  And  he  submitted  that  no  such  con- 
veyance had  been  shown.  First,  because  until  the  will  should  have 
been  produced,  it  was  not  possible  to  say  that  anyone  whatever  could 
take  under  it  or,  at  any  rate,  could  take  in  the  way  intended  by  the 
grant,  in  which  case  the  latter  (according  to  the  principles  which  govern 
grants  from  the  Crown)  would  be  void.  Secondly,  because  the  will  and 
the  grant  formed  but  one  conveyance,  and  one  without  the  other  was 
incomplete,  if  not  inadmissible.  Finally,  he  urged  the  argument  relied 
on  at  the  trial,  that  the  non-production  of  the  will,  especially  after  opening 
it  to  the  jury,  supplied  a  strong  presumption  as  to  its  effect  and  purport, 
in  the  plaintiff's  favour. 

We  have,  since  the  argument,  referred  to  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Kaim ; 
and,  as  it  is  one  often  referred  to,  and  not  always  accurately,  we  think 
it  desirable  to  state  it  here.  It  was  an  ejectment  tried  before  me  on  the 
4th  November,  1842,  and  decided  in  this  Court,  after  argument,  the 
3rd  February  following,  by  Sir  James  Dowliiig  and  the  then  other 
Judges.    The  demise  relied  on  for  the  plaintiff,  was  from  William  Hennf 
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Chapman,  and  in  support  of  bis  title  a  Crown  grant  was  produced,  by         1847. 


which  the  land  in  question  was  conveyed  to  him  and  his  heirs,  "  up(yti         doe 

the  tTiists  contained  in  a  certain  deed,  dated,"  <fec. — which  was  described.        i^^' 

'  '  Swan 

What  the  trusts  in  that  deed  were,  however,  was  not  declared ;  and  the  v, 

deed  itself  was  not  produced  at  the  trial.  A  verdict  was  taken  for  the 
plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  on  the  question  whether  ^^^i^'^^^^  ^•*'» 
the  grant  vested  any  title  in  Chapman,  It  was  insisted  for  the  defen- 
dant, that  under  no  circumstances  could  the  legal  estate  be  in  Chapman  ; 
that,  at  all  events,  it  would  not  be  in  him,  unless  he  were  also  the  party, 
or  one  of  the  parties,  beneficially  interested  under  the  deed  of  trust, 
that  the  use  was  clearly  either  in  those  parties,  or,  if  there  was  in  fact 
no  such  deed,  or  the  trusts  created  by  it  were  satisfied,  the  estate  had 
reverted  to  the  Crown,  but  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  by  not 
producing  that  deed,  had  left  the  question  of  title  in  doubt,  and  so  had 
entirely  failed.  The  Court  was  of  opinion,  that  under  a  grant  so 
worded,  the  legal  estate  was  clearly  in  the  cestuis  que  trust,  whoever 
they  might  be,  and  not  in  the  trustee,  and  that,  by  not  producing  the 
deed  referred  to,  he  had  failed  to  establish  even  a  jyrif^^^  facia  case  of 
title.  A  nonsuit  was  therefore  directed  to  be  entered.  And  Mr.  Justice 
Burton  inclined  to  the  opinion,  that  the  deed  should  have  been  produced, 
as  incorporated  with  the  grant,  and  therefore  forming  part  of  one  and 
the  same  conveyance, 

Neither  of  the  points  decided  on  that  occasion,  therefore,  is  quite 
what  was  supposed  in  this  case  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel.  The  grantees 
here  could  not  have  made  out  a  title,  or  certainly  not  without  producing 
the  will,  and  showing  that  they  were  the  persons  indicated,  as  being 
mentioned  therein.  But  the  grant  may,  nevertheless,  show,  primd  facie, 
that  some  other  persons — or,  at  any  rate,  som^  persons — were  so  indi- 
cated ;  and  that  would  be  sufficient  to  defeat  the  lessor  (assuming  him 
not  to  be,  personally,  one  of  those  persons,  and  capable  of  taking  a  sole 
beneficial  interest),  without  showing  who  those  persons  were.  We  do 
not  say,  however,  that  the  grant  was  properly  in  evidence  without  the 
will,  or  complete  as  a  conveyance  without  it.  Nor  need  we  determine 
whether  the  jury  would  have  been  justified  in  presuming  that  the 
lessor,  here,  was  in  truth  the  cestui  que  trust  under  the  will,  and  so 
clothed  with  the  legal  estate  intended  to  be  conveyed  by  the  grant ;  for 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  case  may  and  ought  to  be  decided  on  other 
grounds. 

A  plaintiff  in  ejectment,  as  we  have  recently  observed  in  another  case, 
can  recover  on  bis  own  title  only.     He  must  have  the  legal  estate,  and 
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1847.        of  this  possession  is  evidence  only.     If  the  legal  estate  be  shown  to  be 


Bos         outstanding  in  another  person,  there  is  an  end  of  the  case.    The  jut 

dem,         tertii  is  sufficient  for  a  defendant  in  this  form  of  action.     If  the  plaintiff 

V.  have  not  title  (or,  at  least,  title  as  against  the  defendant),  he  cannot 

^      '  disturb  that  defendant's  possession.     It  was  said,  however,  that  twenty 

Stephen  C.  J.  y^j^jr-g'  possession  gives  a  title,  that  such  a  posseseion  is  not  merely 

evidence  of  title.     It  was  further  said  that,  supposing  it  not  to  be  so 

against  the  Crown,  or  its  grantee,  jet  there  must  be  a  grant  issued,  and 

that  grant  a  valid  and  effectual  one ;  that  proof  of  title  in  the  Grown, 

by  a  person  having  no  right  to  inteipose  for  the  Crown,  would  not 

defeat  a  right  founded  on  twenty  years'  possession.     We  are  aware  of 

no  authority  for  either  of  these  positions;  and,  as  to  the  latter,  the  case 

of  Goodtide  v.  Baldwin  (2)  appears  an  authority  distinctly  the  other 

way.     A  possession  for  twenty  years,  no  doubt,  cannot  ordinarily  be 

defeated  by  an  ejectment;   but  if  the  party  lose  his  possession,  we 

apprehend  that  his  primd  facie  title  may  be  defeated  as  effectualiy,  on 

his  bringing  an  ejectment,  by  showing  actual  title  in  another,  as  if  that 

possession  had  been  only  for  ten  years  or  for  one  year. 

Now  in  this  cose,  the  plaintiff  showed  twenty  years'  po&session  and 
upwards.  That  established  a  strong  prima  facie  case  of  title.  The  ques- 
tion is,  was  that  case  overcome  by  equal  or  better  evidence  of  title  in  a 
third  person,  or  in  the  Crown  ?  Supposing  that  the  Jury  mighty  (as 
suggested  in  Qoodtitle  v,  Jialdtvin),  have  presumed  a  Grant  to  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff,  from  the  Crown,  the  same  case  shows  that  the  authority 
of  the  Crown  may  be  equally  presumed,  in  respect  of  Crown  land,  after 
a  period  much  less  than  twenty  years.  Then  has  or  not  any  such  presamp 
tion  here,  in  favour  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  been  defeated,  by  the 
fact  that  a  grant  has  been  issued  by  the  Crown  to  some  one  else  f  This 
Court  has  held  that  fact  to  afford  a  presumption,  that  the  land  was,  at 
the  time  {i,e,  immediately  before  the  issue  of  the  grant),  in  fact  thepro- 
perty  of  the  Crown.  We  say  nothing  as  to  any  evidence,  in  fact  of  title 
in  the  Crown,  in  aid  of  that  presumption,  because  no  such  evidence 
appears  in  this  case  to  have  been  given.  But  it  appears  to  us,  that  the 
question  to  whom  a  grant  has  issued,  or  whether  a  valid  (or  indeed  any) 
grant  had  issued,  was  not  material  to  the  issue,  on  this  ejectment^ 
any  further  than  as  the  fact  tended  to  show,  by  inference,  that  no  legal 
title  existed  in  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  notwithstanding  his  possession. 
We  are  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  question  of  that  title  was  the  sub- 
stantial one  for  trial  We  therefore  think  that,  as  that  title  would  have 

(2)  U  East  48  \ 
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been  and  will  be  defeated,  by  showing  that  the  title  was  actually  in  the        1S47. 

Crown,  (and   so,  not  in  the  lessor,)  whether   a  valid  grant  has  been         Dqe 

executed  or  not,  the  case  must  be  sent  down  for  another  trial  for  the        „  "*• 

^  •  Swan 

purpose  of  enabling  the  Jury  to  determine  the  question  as  to  such  title.  v. 

The  costs  will  abide  the  event. 

StepJien  C.J. 
J^ew  tried  ordered;  costs  to  abide  event. 

This  cause  came  on  for  trial  again  in  February,  1848,  at  the  Maitland 
Assizes,  before  the  Chief  Justice, 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  Richard  Stoariy 
claimed  title  under  the  will  of  his  father,  John  Swan,  dated  Feb.  8, 1833, 
such  parts  of  which  as  are  material,  being  to  the  following  effect.  After 
devising  his  farm,  4&c.,  a  part  of  which  was  now  claimed,  to  his  wife 
Margaret,  while  she  continued  single  and  unmarried,  and  after  her  death, 
(the  testator  proceeds),  "I  devise  and  bequeath  half  of  my  said  farm 
unto  my  son  Richard  Stvan,  if  he  should  arrive  out  from  England,  and 
reside  in  this  country,  and  not  otherwise,  the  same  half  of  my  farm  to 
consist  of  my  dwelling,  d^c,  and  200  acres  of  land  adjoining  thereto,  as 
divided  and  allotted  by  me,  to  hold,  kcJ^ "  and  the  other  half  of  my  said 
farm,  containing  about  220  acres,  &c.,  I  give,  kc,  to  my  youngest 
daughter,  Jane  Swan,  (fee,"  "  and  I  hereby  order  my  trustees  "  (the  same 
persons  mentioned  as  executors  and  executrix,  the  wife  of  the  testator, 
John  If,  Brouyhton  and  William  Dun),  "  or  the  survivor  or  survivors  of 
them,  shall  have  full  power  and  authority  to  determine  any  dispute  or 
difference  in  the  division  of  my  said  property."  On  Aug.  24,  1841,  a 
grant  issued  for  180  acres  only  to  the  said  John  If,  Broughton  and 
William  Dun  and  to  their  heirs,  in  trust  for  the  several  persons  men- 
tioned in  the  said  will,  according  to  their  respective  right  and  interests 
under  the  limitations  in  the  said  will.  The  testator  died  shortly  after 
making  his  wilL 

At  the  trial  it  was  agreed  that  a  verdict  should  be  returned  for  the  Stephen  C.J. 
plaintiff,  and  the  case  referred  to  the  full  Court>  reserving  to  the  Judges  Dtchnson  J. 
leave  to  draw  such  inferences  as  a  jury  might  from  the  evidence,  to  Mannivg  J. 
ascertain  whether  a  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the  defendant 

The  Solicitor-General,  for  the  defendants,  moved  in  accordance  with 
the  leave  reserved,  Gregory  v.  Henderson,  (3). 

Lotoe,  in  support  of  the  verdict.  Hawker  v.  Hawker  (4)  ;  Hodges  v^ 
Hors/aU  (5) ;  Jarman  on  Wills,  I,  363,  367. 

(3)  4  TauDton  772.         (4)  3  B.  &  Aid.  537.        (5)  1  Russ.  &  Milne  1 16. 
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1848.  The  Chief  Justice,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said 

Doe         that  the  first  question  here  was,  whether  the  grant  would  convey  the 
Swan        ^^S^^  estate,  as  the  testator,  under  the  will,  would  have  devised  it,  had 
V.  he,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  the  legal  estate  in  himself  1    He,  and  Mr. 

Justice  Dickinson,  were  both  of  opinion,  that  the  grant  did  so  convey, 
and  that  under  it  the  legal  estate  was  now  in  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  testator's  daughter,  "  Jenny,"  and  further,  they  could  not 
accede  to  the  argument,  that  it  was  in  the  trustees  under  the  will,  for 
here  the  will  contained  no  skeleton  of  a  devise  or  apt  words,  by  which 
the  legal  estate  could  pass  to  them.  The  next  question  was,  did  the 
evidence  that  had  been  adduced  sufficiently  identify  the  land  the  plaintiff 
was  to  take  under  the  will  1  His  Honor  said,  that  he  and  Mr.  Justice 
Dickinson,  drawing  the  same  inference  from  the  evidence  as  a  jniy 
might,  a  liberty  that  was  reserved  to  them,  were  both  agreed  that  that 
doubt  had  been  solved  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  evidence  adduced, 
and  that  it  was  admitted  for  that  purpose  ;  though,  of  course,  as  to  the 
actual  quantity,  they  could  not  determine,  and  whatever  he  took  under 
his  writ  of  habere  facias  j^ssessionem  he  would  do  so  at  his  peril.  Mr. 
Justice  Manning  intimated  that  he  would  not  take  part  in  determining 
the  question  involved,  as  he  had  been  concerned  as  counsel  in  the  case. 

Verdict  for  2^laintiff  upMd, 
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OUTTRIM  V,  BOWDEN.  (1)  1847. 

Dec,  13. 

Practice — Judje  in  Ch'xmhsra — Coextennlcz  jnrindiction  icith  Full  Court — Dvicrtliou 

of  Judo^-Appe^,  f  J^,^.^'^  ^'\' 

•^         ^         '^  IHckirwonO, 

and 

Where  the  Court  and  a  Judge  have  a  coextensive  and  alternative  jurisdiction,       Thcrry  J. 

there  can  be  no  appeal  to  the  Court  from  the  Judge,  if  the  matter  is  one  purely  in 

the  discretion  of  the  hitter. 

{Semble)  the  20th  section  of  the  Jury  Act,  11  Vic,  No.  20,  has  not  put  it  out  of 
the  power  of  the  Court,  or  a  Judge,  to  compel  a  person  to  submit  his  cause  of 
action  to  arbitration,  under  5  Vic,  No.  0,  s.  18. 

Is  this  matter  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  on  a  former  day  calling  on 
the  plaintiff  to  show  cause,  why  the  matter  in  difference  in  the  cause 
should  not  be  referred  to  an  arbitrator. 

Fishery  for  the  defendant,  moved  that  the  rule  be  made  absolute. 

Darvall,  for  the  plaintiff,  took  the  two  following  objections :  fii-st, 
that  the  application  had  already  been  made  before  a  Judge  in  Chambers  ; 
that  he  dismissed  the  same,  and,  therefore,  that  the  application  could 
not  be  renewed  before  the  Full  Court  by  way  of  appeal.  His  second 
objection  was,  that  the  20th  section  of  the  last  Jury  Act  (2)  put  it  out 
of  the  pow^er  of  the  Court,  or  of  a  Judge,  to  compel  a  person  to  submit 
the  cause  of  action  to  an  arbitrator,  for  that  section  provided  that  all 
actions  should  be  tried  before  a  Judge  and  a  Jury,  &c. 

Fisher,  contra.  The  Court  had  power  to  entertain  the  motion.  Pike 
r.  Davis  (3) ;  Wearimj  v.  Smith  (4)  ;  Johnstone  v.  Knowles  (5). 

The  Jury  Act  could  not  repeal  the  Advancement  of  Justice  Act  by 
implication. 

Ihe  Chief  Justice,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said, 
that  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  first  objection  taken  to  the  motion  was 
a  good  one,  and  ought  to  prevail ;  and  the  rule  he  laid  down  was  this  : 
that  where  the  Court  and  a  Judge  have  a  coextensive  and  alternative 
jurisdiction,  and  a  Judge  having  decided,  it  not  being  a  subject  matter 
\%nthin  his  discretion  merely,  and  being  wrong  either  in  his  view  of  the 
facts  or  of  the  law,  then  the  same  application  might  be  made,  by  way  of 

(I)  The  Sydney  Morning  Htrald,  Dec  14,  1847.  Cited  5  S.C.R.  17,  and  7 
X  S.  W.  L.R.  72.  (2)  11  Vic,  No.  20.  (3)  6  M.  &  W.  546.  (4)  10  Jurist 
024.        (5)  1  D.N.S.  30. 

2d 
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1847.        appeal  to  the  Full  Court ;  but,  if  the  matter,  as  in  this  case,  were  purely 

OuTTRiM     within  the  discretion  of  the  Judge,  whether  he  should  allow  the  appli- 

-.    ''•    ^      cation  or  not,  then  no  application  by  way  of  appeal  could  be  made  to  the 

Court. 
Stephen  C.J. 

His  Honor  further  said,  but  without  giving  any  opinion  upon  the 

statutory  objection,  that  the  majority  of  the  Court  were  of  opinion  that 

that  objection  could  not  be  sustained.     The  application  was  therefore, 

the  distinction,  now  drawn,  being  new,  dismissed  without  costs. 

Ride  discharged  toithout  costs. 
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DOE  dem,  COOPER  v.  HUGHES.  (1) 

Ejectment — Saie  hy  Sheriff  of  right,  title,  and  interest — Prior  conveyance— Regvi- 
t ration  Act,  7  Vic,  No.  16—"  Bight,  title,  and  interest." 

Certain  land  having  been  conveyed  by  D.  to  the  defendant,  part  of  the  con- 
sideration being  an  annuity  aecnred  on  the  property,  bat  the  transfer  not  being 
registered,  the  Sheriff  afterwards  sold  to  the  plaintiff  all  the  estate,  title,  and 
interest  of  D.  in  and  to  the  land,  and  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest,  in  and  to  the 
annuity  (the  "alleged"  conveyance  to  the  defendant  being  recited  in  the  deed), 
and  the  plaintiff's  transfer  was  thereupon  registered.  Verdict  in  ejectment  having 
been  given,  by  direction,  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  jury  having  found,  specially, 
that  the  sale  to  the  defendant  was  ho}ia  Jule  and  for  value,  the  Court  was  moved, 
on  leave  reserved,  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  Held,  that  the  sale  by  the  Sheriff  could 
only  operate  to  convey  the  land,  if  there  had  been  some  secret  or  fraudulent 
arrangement,  showing  the  sale  to  the  defendant  to  be  fictitious,  but,  as  the  jury  had 
found  the  latter  to  be  a  genuine  and  real  transaction,  for  value,  the  former  con- 
veyance  merely  operated  as  a  transfer  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  annuity. 

Motion  on  point  reserved  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  tlie  verdict  below  having 
been  for  the  plaintiff.  The  facts  and  argument  are  set  out  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  which  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  In  tliis  case,  which  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice 
Therry  in  March  last,  both  parties  claimed  the  land  in  dispute,  under  one 
David  Dyer,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff",  under  a  bill  of  sale  or  conveyance 
from  the  Sheriff",  of  a  date  posterior  to  the  defendcuit^s  conveyance, 
but  didy  registered ;  and  the  defendant,  under  a  conveyance  from  Dyer, 
executed  before  the  issue  of  the  writ  under  which  the  Sheriff  sold,  but 
at  the  time  of  the  bringing  of  the  ejectment  unregisiered. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that  the  Sheriff  had  conveyed 
only  Dyer^s  then  right  and  interest,  which  consisted  in  a  rent  charge  or 
annuity  merely,  and  not  the  land,  but  that,  in  so  far  as  he  had  conveyed 
(or  the  bill  of  sale  had  purported  to  convey)  the  land,  if  was  subject 
expressly  to  the  defendant's  conveyance,  and  therefore  that  the  latter's 
title  was  distinctly  saved.  For  the  plaintiff  it  was  insisted,  on  the 
contrary,  that  the  plaintiff's  conveyance  to  Coo]?er,  being  registered, 
was  the  only  one  possessing  any  validity ;  that  the  defendant's  being 
unregistered,  could  (as  against  the  former)  operate  nothing — that  the 
Sheriff  conveyed  the  land  unaffected  by  lluyhes's  claim  to  it  if  the 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Dec.  15,  1847. 


1847. 
Dee.  13. 

Sft^hen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J, 

and 

Therry  J. 


420  SUPREME  COURT  CASES. 

1847.        foundation  of  that  claim  was  thus,  or  by  anj  other  means,  destroyed. 


Doe         and  that  it  was  so  destroyed,  if  not  by  such  non-registration,  yet  by 

Cooler      ^^a^^ — ^^  Dyer's  sale  to  Uughes  was  niala  fide  and  without  considera- 

'*•  tion.     The  Judge  left  the  question  of  fraud  to  the  jury,  but  told  them 

to  return  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifi^ — reserving  leave  to  the  defendant 

*  *  *  to  move  for  a  nonsuit,  should  the  Court  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintifTs 

case  was  not  establLshed,  either  by  reason  that  the  Registration  Act 

conferred  no  priority,  under  the  circumstances,  over  the  defendant's 

conveyance,  or  otherwise.     The  jury  found,  specially,  that  the  sale  to 

Hughes  was  bona  fide  and  for  value. 

The  conveyance  to  Iluyhes  was  by  Dyer  and  his  wife,  in  considera- 
tion of  £200  then  paid,  and  an  annuity  to  them  (during  their  lives,  and 
the  life  of  the  survivor)  of  XI 04,  secured  on  the  property,  with  powers 
to  them  of  entry,  and  distress  in  case  of  default  Tlie  bill  of  sale  from 
the  Sheriff  recites  that  conveyance  (which  is  mentioned,  however,  as  "  a 
certain  alleged  conveyance  "  only),  and  that  Dyer  was  said  to  be  seized 
of  or  entitled  to  the  land  in  question,  save  so  far  as  the  same  stood  ther^y 
effected,  and  that  the  Sheriff  had,  under  a  certain  writ  in  that  l^ehalf, 
levied  on  and  sold  all  Dyer's  interest  in  the  annuity,  secured  on  the  said 
premises,  and  ol^all  his  estate,  title,  and  interest,  in  and  to  the  land; 
and  then  the  Sheriff  bargains  and  sells  to  Cooper  ail  the  right,  title,  and 
interest  of  the  said  Dyer,  in  and  to  the  said  annuity,  and  also  all  his 
right,  title,  and  interest,  in  and  to  the  land  .•  to  hold  the  said  aniiuity 
and  land  to  Coo^yer,  "  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
for  ever,  in  as  full,  ample,  and  beneficial  a  manner  as  the  said  David 
Dyer  could  or  might  have  held  or  enjoyed  the  same.'' 

The  questions  reserved  at  the  trial  were  argued  before  us,  by  Mr. 
Fislier  for  the  defendant,  and  Mr.  Windeyer  and  Mr.  Broadhurst  for  the 
plaintiff.  We  have  fully  considered  them  ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that 
a  nonsuit  must  be  entered.  We  have  no  doubt  that  conveyances  by  the 
Sheriff  are  within  the  provisions  of  the  Registration  Act.  Proljably, 
therefore  (though  on  this  we  give  no  unqualified  opinion),  the  Sheriff 
might  convey  bona  fide  to  a  purchaser,  any  property,  which  the  party 
against  whom  the  execution  issued  could  himself,  if  acting  bona  fide, 
convey.  But,  looking  here  to  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  sale,  and  seeing 
that  it  is  not  a  mere  simple  conveyance  of  the  land  in  question,  or  even 
of  Dyer's  right  and  title  to  it  (which,  however,  strictly  speaking, 
amounted  to  nothing),  but  that,  in  the  first  place,  the  conveyance  of  Uie 
land  is,  only,  to  hold  in  as  amj)le  a  manner  as  Dyer  himself  could  hold, — 
secondly,  that  the  Sheriff,  and  the  purchaser  from  him,  had  notice  of 
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Ilvyhes*  conveyance,  and  that  it  might  affect  Dyer's  title  and  interest  to  1847. 
and  in  the  land,  as  the  bill  of  sale  expressly  states, — thirdly,  that  no  d^j 
more  than  that  title  and  interest,  whatever  it  might  turn  out  to  be  (the  dem, 
prior  conveyance  having  been  thus  distinctly  referred  to),  was  levied  r. 

on,  or  declared  to  have  been  sold, — and  lastly,  that  the  annuity  is 
throughout  the  Sheriff's  conveyance  made  the  prominent  object  of  sale,  ^^*'2^^^^  ^••'» 
or  it  is  at  any  rate  made  the  object  of  sale,  throughout,  jointly  tcith  the 
land,  or  the  title  to  and  interest  therein,  respectively,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  under  the  last  mentioned  conveyance  the  land  in  question  in  this 
case  did  not  pass.  The  deed  to  Hughes  being  unregistered,  Dyer  could 
afterwards  (if  bona  fide,  according  to  our  decision  in  Doe  d.  Irving  v, 
Gannon  [2])  have  executed  a  valid  conveyance  to  a  third  party.  That 
was  a  right  vested  in  him  affecting  the  land — such,  at  all  events,  as 
could  enable  him  in  any  way  to  "  hold  or  enjoy  "  that  land.  It  is  at 
least  clear,  that  Dyer  could  only  enjoy  one  of  the  two  things  mentioned, 
either  the  annuity,  or  the  land.  He  could  not  have  both.  If  the  con- 
veyance remained  intact,  the  land  would  be  Hughes^ s,  the  annuity  would 
belong  to  Dyer,  If  he  conveyed  away  the  land  to  some  one  else,  how- 
ever,  by  a  registered  and  valid  deed,  the  land  would  have  been  then 
resumed  by  Dyenr,  and  the  conveyance  to  Hughes  being  invalidated,  the 
annuity  would  have  been  destroyed.  But  here  the  Sheriff,  in  the  instru- 
ment relied  on  for  the  plaintiff,  professes  throughout  to  convey  Dyer^s 
interest  in  the  land,  and  in  the  annuity  also :  as  if  Dyer  could  possibly 
be  entitled  alike  to  both. 

It  appears  to  us,  all  things  being  taken  into  account,  that  the  clue  to 
this  apparent  inconsistency  is  to  be  found  in  the  first  recital — touching 
the  (so  termed)  "  alleged  "  conveyance;  namely,  that  of  Dyer  to  Hughes. 
And  we  think  that  the  following  is  the  explanation.  The  Sheriff  meant 
to  sell  all  which  Dyer  really  had  (or  had  a  right  to),  and  no  more  ; — if 
the  land,  because  of  some  secret  or  fraudulent  arrangement,  showing 
that  the  sale  to  Hiighes  was  fictitious,  then  the  Sheriff's  conveyance  was 
80  worded,  as  to  secure  the  land ; — but,  if  the  annuity,  because  the  sale 
to  fftighes  was  a  genuine  and  a  real  transaction,  for  value,  then  there 
would  clearly  be  a  conveyance  of  the  annuity.  This  latter,  therefore, 
is  that  which  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  purchased — and  his  supposed 
right  to  the  land,  for  which  the  ejectment  was  brought,  entirely  fails. 

Nonsuit  entered, 

'  [2]  Ante,  p.  400. 
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1847.  DOE  dem,  ASPINWALL  v,  OSBORNE.     (1) 


Jan.  4. 


Dec.  14, 

Eatoppd — Intere^fi  of  Promisee  before  Croicn  grant — LecLse  and  Release  in  out 

Stephen  C.  J.  Deed — Recitals — Estoppel  fed  by  Croicn  Grant  —Conclusive  Adnmsioiu 

Dickinson  J. 

Therry  J  ^^  defendant  claimed  the  land  in  dispute  under  a  lease  and  release  in  1883, 

purporting  to  be  a  conveyance  of  the  fee  simple,  and  reciting  a  seizin  In  fee,  from 
one  K.,  th%  promisee  of  a  Crown  grant,  to  W.;  the  grant  to  K.  afterwards  issued 
in  1839.  In  1843  K.  conveyed  the  same  land  to  M.,  one  of  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff.  Held^  on  motion  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  (1)  that  the  lease 
and  release  of  1832,  though  contained  in  the  same  deed,  operated  as  a  good  ocm- 
veyance;  (2)  that  the  plaintiff  was  estopped  by  the  lease  and  release,  either  by  the 
release  simply,  or  by  the  recital  of  the  seizin  in  fee  ;  (3)  that  sach  an  interest  did 
not  pass  under  the  conveyance  as  to  defeat  the  estoppel,  the  most  that  K.  had 
being  an  equitable  interest,  and  that  of  a  cliaracter  not  defined  and  very  uninteUi- 
gible ;  (4)  that  the  estoppel  would  have  been  equally  binding,  by  way  of  conclmsire 
admvision,  without  being  pleaded,  as  the  defendant  had  had  x^o  opportunity  of  so 
pleading  it ;  and  (5)  that  on  the  acquisition  by  K.,  afterwards,  of  the  legal  fee,  by 
the  grant,  the  defendant's  apparent  interest  was  converted  into  an  actual  interest. 

1848.         Tub  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 


The  Chief  Justice.  Ejectment  for  one  hundred  acres  of  land,  in 
the  district  of  Illawarra,  tried  before  me  on  the  16th  November  last. 
The  title  relied  on  for  the  plaintiff  was  a  very  simple  one,  a  Grant  from 
the  Crown  to  John  M* Kelly ,  dated  the  30th  September,  1839,  and  & 
Conveyance  from  M^JKelly,  of  the  11th  March,  1843,  to  John  Miller — 
one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff.  The  answer  to  this  for  the  defendant 
was,  a  previous  conveyance  of  the  same  land  by  M^KeUy  (in  which  he 
represented  himself  as  being  then  seized  in  fee  of  the  land,  under  a 
Crown  Grant  to  him  thereof)  to  Edward  Fronds  Weston,  It  was  ad- 
mitted, that  in  fact  no  such  grant  had  been  issued ;  but  that  M'Kdly 
was,  at  the  time  of  his  conveyance  to  Weston^  being  the  19th  October, 
1832,  a  mero  2^o^i8ee  of  the  land,  under  the  usual  circumstances  of 
occupation  by  settlers,  of  Crown  Land  intended  to  be  eventually  granted 
to  them.  The  conveyance  was  relied  on,  however,  as  operating  by  way 
of  estoppel ;  and  so,  as  binding  not  merely  M^KeUy^  but  the  plaintiflT  as 
claiming,  under  him,  and  precluding  both  alike  from  setting  up  a  title, 
in  either  of  them,  adverse  to  Weston,     This  was  the  principal  point 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Dec,  15,  1847  ;  Jan.  5,  1848. 
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in  dispute.     Sundry  objections  were  raised,  however,  for  the  plaintiff,  Jl8i8. 

to  WestorCs  conveyance,  and  eventually  the  case  came  before  us,  in  the  5ob 

last  Term,  for  our  decision,  the  verdict  being,  by  consent,  to  be  entered  ^*"* 

for  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  as  the  Court  should  determine.  v. 

OSBORJiZ. 

The  conveyance  to  Weston  was  by  Lease  and  Release  in  one  deed,  otoYihtn,  G  J 
being  an  Indenture  bearing  the  date  already  mentioned.  It  contained 
recitals,  that  M^ Kelly  was  then  "  under  a  grant  from  the  Crown,  seized 
in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  the  lands  "  thereinafter  described ; — and 
that  he  had  contracted  for  their  sale,  to  one  Williamson  and  his  wife, 
by  whom  they  were  intended  as  a  provision  for  John  Weston^  her  son 
by  a  former  marriage ; — and  that,  for  transferring  the  possession  of  the 
lands  to  Edvxird  Francis  Weston j  and  "  enabling  him  to  take  a  release 
of  the  reversion  and  inheritance  of  the  same,  to  him  and  his  heirs,  upon 
the  several  uses  and  trusts  "  thereinafter  limited,  it  had  been  agreed 
that  M^Kelly  should  "  execute  such  bargain  and  sale  to  him  thereof  " 
as  thereinafter  was  expressed ; — and  then  it  is  witnessed,  that  in  the 
consideration  of  the  premises,  and  of  five  shillings,  John  M^ Kelly  bar- 
gains and  sells  the  land  to  Edward  Francis  Weston^  to  hold  for  the 
terra  of  one  year,  from  the  day  next  before  the  day  of  the  date  of  those 
presents,  to  the  intent  that,  by  virtue  thereof,  and  of  the  statute  for 
transferring  uses  into  possession,  he  might  be  in  the  actual  possession 
of  the  land,  and  enabled  to  take  a  release  of  the  reversion  thereof,  and 
so  on,  in  the  usual  form  of  conveyances  by  lease  and  release.  The  deed 
then  further  witnesses,  that  in  pursuance  of  the  contract,  and  in  con- 
sideration of  thirty  pounds,  M''KeUy  grants,  bargains,  sells,  releases, 
and  confirms,  to  the  said  Eduxird  Francis  Weston  (in  his  actual  pos- 
session, or  legally  vested  in  him,  "by  virtue  of  the  aforesaid  bargain  and 
sale  to  him  thereof,  and  by  force  of  the  statute,  &c."),  to  hold  to  him  and 
his  heirs,  to  the  uses  thereinafter  declared,  being  for  the  benefit  of  John 
Weston]  to  whom  a  power  of  appointment  is  given,  to  be  exercised  at  any 
time  after  his  coming  of  age.  There  were  covenants  by  M^Kelly^  that  he 
was  seized  in  fee,  and  had  power  to  convey  ;  but  on  these  no  stress  was 
laid.  A  point  was  made  at  the  trial  as  to  the  form  of  limitation  for 
John  Weston  which,  it  was  said,  left  a  resulting  use  in  M^Kelly,  but  this 
point  was  abandoned,  on  the  argument  in  banc. 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended  by  Mr.  Broadhurst,  that  the  deed 
purporting  to  convey  to  Weston  was  a  Release  only,  without  any  Lease 
to  support  it,  and  that,  even  if  the  instruments  could  be  incorporated 
in  one  (which  he  did  not  admit),  there  was  here  no  effectual  incorpora- 
tion.    As  to  the  estoppel  he  said  that  there  could  be  none  against  the 
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1848.        plaintiff  in  this  case,  who  claimed  under  a  grant  from  the  Crown,  pos- 

PoE         terior  to  the  defendant's  conveyance.     He  maintained  that  there  could 

dem,         jjj  j^Q  ^jyjg  \^  Qj^  estoppel  by  a  Lease  and  Release.     A  Release  has  no 

ASPINWALL  . 

V.  tortious  efficacy;  it  will  pass  no  more  than  what  the  release  had  to 

SBOBNE.  QQj^y^y  The  recital  by  M^ Kelly ^  that  he  was  seized  in  fee,  did  not  convey 
Stephen  C.J.  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^  farther.  Every  conveyance  involved  necessarily  a  recital 
(or  an  assertion,  which  is  the  same  thing),  that  the  party  has  what  he 
affects  to  pass.  But  at  all  events,  there  could  be  no  estoppel  where  an 
interest  passed : — and  here  an  interest  did  pass ;  for  M^Kelly^  as  the 
promissee  of  the  land  under  the  Crown,  had  an  effectual  interest  in  it^ 
available  even  against  the  Crown ;  but,  at  most,  liable  only  to  be 
defeated  by  the  Crown.  For  the  defendant,  the  estoppel  was  rested  by 
Mr.  Lowe  mainly,  if  not  exclusively,  on  the  recited ;  for  the  same 
reason,  apparently,  which  led  Mr.  Broadhurst  to  contend  that  the 
Release,  as  such,  could  not  work  an  estoppel.  But  Mr.  Loive  insisted, 
that  APKelly  had  no  interest  to  pass,  and  consequently  that  none 
passed,  in  fact,  by  his  conveyance  before  the  grant,  and  so,  the  estoppel 
was  not  defeated.  He  submitted,  that  the  estoppel  would  equally 
exist,  as  well  against  those  privy  with  M^KeUy  in  estate,  as  against 
M^ Kelly  liimself,  whether  the  deed  to  Weston  was  valid  as  a  conveyance 
or  not.  But  he  contended  that  it  was  a  perfectly  good  conveyance ; 
for  a  Lease  and  Release  were,  in  effect,  but  one  deed ;  and,  where  the 
intent  was  manifest  that  both  should  so  operate,  it  was  immaterial 
whether  they  were  in  one  and  the  same  deed  or  not.  The  instrument 
first  purported  to  convey  for  one  year,  and  then  to  release  the  reversion 
to  the  lessee,  treating  him  in  possession  by  virtue  of  the  statute :  and 
the  Court  w  ould  marahall  the  two,  so  as  to  give  each  due  effect  Mr. 
Lowe  made  a  further  point  in  the  case,  that,  not  only  was  there  an 
estoppel  by  the  conveyance  to  Weston,  but  that  it  was  (in  the  language 
of  the  books)  fed^  or  supported,  by  the  Crown  grant,  so  that  the  las>t 
mentioned  instrument  operated  eo  instanti,  on  its  issue,  to  vest  the 
estate  in  Westony  which  JPKeUy  only  assumes  to  vest  in  him. 

The  cases  and  authorities  cited  were  the  following : — Doe  v.  Oliver 
(2) ;  Trevivan  v,  Latvrence  (3) ;  RawlyrCs  Case  (4) ;  Johnson  v.  ^fason 
(5)  ;  Barker  v  Keat  (6)  ;  Doe  v.  Barton  (7) ;  EysU/ix  r.  SimomJs  (8) ; 
Doe  V.  Shelton  (9) ;  Doe  v.  Ford{\0) ;  DoevSeaton  (11)  ;  Blake  v,  Foster 
(12)  ;  Trep(yrt's  Case  (13);  Palmei^  v.  Ekins  (14) ;  Doe  v,  Wriyht  (15); 

(2)  Sm.  L.  C.  417.  (3)  Ibid.  435.  (4)  Rep.  51.  (5)  1  Esp.  89.  (6)  2  Mod. 
252.  (7)  11  A.  and  E.  307.  (8)  1  Y.  and  CoH  N.C.  608.  (9)  3  A.  and  E.  265. 
(10)  3  A.  and  E.  649.  (11)  2  C.  M.  and  R.  730.  (12)  8  T.  R.  487.  (13)  6  Rep.  15. 
(14)  2  Ld.  Ray.  1650. 


SUPREME   COURT  CASES.  425 

Bowman  r.  Bostron  (16)  ;  Right  v.  Bucknell  (17) ;  Carjienier  v.  Buller  1848. 
(18)  ;  Cruise  Dig.  114  ;  Com  Dig,  Estopj^el,  B.  and  E.  8  ;  Co,  Lit  45,  pq^ 
a  and  47,  6 ;  4  Jar.  Byth,  123 ;  Benaley  v.  Burdon  (19).  ^^'^^ 

^&SPIxf^T  ALL 
r. 

We  have  fully  considered  the  question  in  this  case,  and  have  looked  Osborne. 
into  all  the  decisions  and  authonties  on  them,  and  we  are  of  opinion,  Stephen  C.3, 
first  that  the  Indenture  of  19th  October,  1832,  was  a  good  conveyance 
by  lease  and  realease.  In  the  Barker  v.  Keat,  it  is  said  that  these  two  are 
but  in  the  nature  of  one  deed.  If  so,  provided  there  be  operative  words 
applicable  to  each,  there  seems  no  valid  reason  why  they  should  not 
actually  be  in  one.  The  practice  is,  (or  rather  was,  before  the  late  Acts 
giving  effect  to  the  release  alone),  to  date  the  lease  the  day  before  the 
date  of  the  release.  For  this,  there  seems  no  adequate  reason.  If  the 
lease  operate  but  for  one  instant,  there  is  something  on  which  the  i*elease 
may  take  eflect.  The  interest  and  estate,  however,  which  pass  by  the 
lease,  cannot  be  made  greater  in  duration  or  degree,  by  merely  giving 
the  instrument  an  earlier  date.  Deeds  operate,  not  from  their  date,  but 
the  time  of  their  execution.  But  every  one  knows  that  the  two  instru- 
ments of  lease  and  release  are  invariably  executed,  the  one  immediately 
after  the  other.  Here,  then,  is  an  indenture  purporting  to  do  two 
things,  first  to  create  a  term  for  one  year,  commencing  the  day  previous, 
and  secondly  (on  the  assumption  that  there  was  then  an  actual  possession 
in  the  bargainee)  to  release  the  reversion.  Why  should  not  the  first  clause, 
upon  execution  of  the  deed,  instantaneously  operate  1  But,  this  having 
so  operated,  why  may  not  effect  be  then  immediately  given  to  the  second 
clause  ?  Wefindnoauthority  for  holding  that  such  an  instrament,  thus  com- 
prising both  lease  and  release,  will  not  so  operate  ;  but  there  are  opinions 
which  may  safely  be  adopted,  in  the  absence  of  any  such  authority,  to 
the  effect  that  they  may.  Sergeant  Stephen  says  that  if  comprised  in  the 
same  deed,  they  (the  bargain  and  sale  and  release)  seem  to  be  equally 
effectual."  1.  Steph.  Ccm.  497.  He  cited  Sugd,  Gilh.  (which  we  have  not 
)>een  able  to  procure)  229  a,  Mr.  Hayes,  no  mean  authority  in  such 
matters,  says  more  positively,  "  If  incorporated,  and  executed  as  one 
conveyance,  in  point  of  form,  the  Law  would  treat  them  as  several  and 
consecutive,  in  point  of  effect."  1.  IIay,Conv,77.  Lastly,  there  is  the 
passage  cited  from  Cruise  ;  and  which  is  to  be  found  in  Freem,  B.  251, 
where  it  is  said  by  Lord  C.  J.  Nortli^  that  '^  he  had  known  it  ruled 
several  times,  that  a  Lease  and  Release  in  the  same  deed  was  a  good 
conveyance — for  priority  should  be  supposed."    4  Cmise  Dig,  by  White, 

(15)  10  A.  and  E.  763.         (16)  2  A.  and  E.  295.         (17)  2  B.  and  Ad.  283. 
(18)  8  M.  and  W.  209.         (19)  2  Sim.  and  Stu.  519. 
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1848.  114.  This  is,  substautially,  in  accordance  with  the  rale  of  construction 
PoB  stated  in  Blackstone,  that,  of  two  clauses  in  a  deed,  where  the  two  are 
(Urn,         repugant,  the  first  shall  stand  not  the  last.     2.  Bl.  Gam.  380.     The  rule 

ASPINWALL  . 

V.  is  otherwise,  as  to  the  will — because  since  this  speaks  onlj  from  the 

U3B0RNE.  testator's  death,  effect  should  be  given  to  his  last  intentions,  which  were 
Stephen  C.J.  probably  those  the  last  expressed  by  him.  But,  in  a  deed,  of  which  the 
operation  commences  immediately,  every  sentence  naturally  takes  efiect 
as  it  is  written,  and  thus,  the  first  clause  first  operating,  at  the  moment 
of  the  execution  of  the  instiniment,  any  later  and  inconsistent  clause  is 
destroyed,  before  the  time  of  its  vitality  has  arrived.  Tlie  first  clause 
stands,  then^  because  it  has  the  earlier  operation.  But,  in  respect  of  the 
conveyance  to  Westoiif  both  clauses  may  stand,  because  the  second  is  not 
repugnant  to,  but  connected  with  and  intended  to  support  the  first  clause. 
Since,  however,  the  first  clause  first  operated,  the  bai^in  and  sale 
(contained  in  that  clause)  took  effect  before  the  release ;  and  so,  an 
estate  was  called  into  existence,  which  the  latter  was  then  immediately 
able  to  enlarge. 

Secondly  we  are  of  opinion,  that  that  conveyance  operated  as  an 
estoppel,  and,  consequently  (as  an  estoppel  binds  not  only  the  parties, 
but  affects  the  land  equally  in  the  hands  of  persons  claiming  under 
them),  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  here,  claiming  under  M* Kelly,  has 
failed  to  establish  any  right  to  recover  in  this  action.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  determine,  in  the  present  case,  by  what  precise  means  that  estoppel 
is  created,  whether  simply  by  the  Release^  purporting  to  convey  an 
estate  in  fee,  without  regard  to  the  recital  of  a  seizin,  in  points  of  fact, 
in  fee,  or  whether  it  exists  by  force  of  that  recital,  taken  in  conjunction 
with  the  conveying  words.  It  is  sufficient  to  say,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  judgment,  that  here  the  usual  operative  words  do  not  stand  alone^ 
but  are  accompanied  by  an  express  recital,  and  consequently,  that  the 
case  is  one  in  which  Bensley  v,  Burdon  (20)  is  an  authority  in  favour  of 
an  estoppel,  whether  it  arise  by  the  one  case  or  the  other.  We  have  not 
any  report  of  that  case,  as  confirmed  on  appeal  (21),  but  according  to 
Lord  Tenterden,  in  Right  v,  Bucknell  (22),  it  would  seem  that  the  Lard 
CJhaneellor  thought  the  estoppel  created  by  the  recital,  whereas  Sir  John 
Leach  rested  it,  rather,  on  the  nature  of  the  deed,  being  an  indenture, 
expressing  the  opinion,  that  the  character  of  the  conveyance  made  no 
difference.  The  decision  in  Right  v,  Btbcknell,  we  apprehend,  does  not 
in  effect  impeach  Bensley  v.  Burdon,  for  the  cases  are  clearly  distinguish- 

(20)  2  Sim.  and  Stu.,  519.  (21)  See  8  L.J.,  Ch.  87. 

(22)  2  B.  and  Ad.,  2Sa 
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able.  In  the  latter,  the  releasor  expressly  asserted  tliat  he  had  the  1848. 
interest,  which  he  afterwards  affected  to  convey.  In  that  case,  there-  d^j 
fore,  there  could   be  no  doubt  as  to  the  intention.     He  represented    .    ^^*'*^ 

^  ASFIKWALL 

himself,  distinctly,  as  having  an  effectual  legal  estate ;  and  that^  conse-  v. 

quently  (the  operative  words  being  adapted  to  the  passing  of  such  an  s^***^^^ 
interest)  was  what  he  must  have  been  understood  as  designing  to  pass.  ^^^P"^'"^  ^•^' 
But,  in  the  former  case,  the  releasor' made  no  such  representation.  He 
plainly  stated^  that  he  was  only  entitled  legally  or  equitably.  Here,  then, 
it  could  not  be  concluded  that  he  meant  to  convey  a  legal  estate,  unless 
it  should  turn  out  that  he  had  one.  The  operative  words  of  the  con- 
veyance, consequently,  though  (according  to  the  usual  form)  purporting 
to  pass  a  legal  interest,  being  qualified  atid  explained  by  the  recital, 
amounted  to  no  assertion  that  such  an  interest  was  possessed  by  him, 
and  no  estoppel,  therefore,  arose.  For  what  is  the  meaning  of  estoppel  % 
It  is  this,  that  a  man  shall  not  be  permitted  to  deny,  that  he  had  in 
fact  that,  which  by  solemn  deed  he  said  that  he  had.  Now  in  BensUy 
V.  Burton^  the  releasor  asserted  that  he  had  a  legal  interest ;  and  he  was 
estopped  from  denying  that  he  had  that  interest.  But,  in  Eight  v, 
Bucknell  there  was  (for  the  reasons  already  given)  no  such  assertion, 
and,  consequently,  the  question  whether  the  releasor  might  deny  it, 
could  not  and  did  not  arise.  And  this  distinction  between  the  cases 
shows,  or  would  seem  to  show  (notwithstanding  the  observation  of  the 
very  learned  Sir  Edward  SugdeUy  2  F.  and  P.  last  edition,  1018,  note 
k),  that,  after  all,  the  nature  of  the  conveyance,  as  held  by  Sir  J,  Leach, 
V.C.,  cannot  affect  the  question  of  estoppel.  The  conveyance  by  lease 
and  release,  it  is  said,  cannot  operate  by  estoppel ;  for  it  will  convey, 
only,  what  the  party  had,  it  has  no  tortious  efficacy.  But  the  question 
would  clearly  appear  to  be  in  a  case  of  estoppel,  not  what  the  convey- 
ance does,  but  what  it  asserts*  It  may  well  be,  that  since  this  particular 
assertion  (that  is,  we  take  it,  where  the  question  of  estoppel  does  not 
arise),  passes  only  what  the  releasor  has  to  give,  he  will  be  held  under 
ordinary  circumstances  not  to  have  intended  to  pass  more,  and,  in  such 
cases,  it  is  obvious  that  no  assertion,  as  to  the  degree  or  kind  of  interest 
possessed,  can  be  implied.  So,  where  the  assertion  is  indistinct,  or 
matter  of  supposition  only,  or  the  truth  appears  by  the  deed  itself, 
notwithstanding  the  assertion,  there  is  equally  nothing  to  deny,  and 
against  nothing,  therefore,  would  the  releasor  be  estopped  But,  where 
a  distinct  assertion  of  title  is  made,  either  by  express  words,  or  (as  we 
should  think)  by  necessary  implication,  in  an  indenture  of  release,  it  ap- 
pears to  us  difficult  to  hold,  though  the  point  need  not  now  be  determined, 
that  it  shall  not  estop  from  subsequent  denial,  as  effectually  as  it  would 
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1848.        if  made  in  any  other  indenture.     In  Bight  v,  Bucknell  (23),  as  well  as 

j)qb         in  Bensley  v.  Burdon  (24),  the  conveyances  were  by  lease  and  release, 

dem,         yg^^  jjj  ^jjg  latter,  an  estoppel  was  held  to  be  worked,  and  in  the  former 
aSpi  n  wall 

V,  was  only  held  not  to  exist,  because  there  was  no  assertion  (or  no  distinct 

^^^^^  assertion,)  to  be  denied,  or  no  assertion  in  respect  of  which  the  truth 
Stephen  C.J.  ^^  j^^^  apparent  in  the  deed,  and  so  there  could  be  nothing  to  deny  as 
against  the  deed.  But,  if  the  conveyance  by  lease  and  release  could 
not  operate  by  estoppel,  because  of  the  rule  supposed,  the  inquiry 
whether  the  deed  contained  any  such  assertion  or  not,  was  profitless  and 
idle. 

As  to  the  objection,  that   here  an  interest  passed  to    Weston^  in 
respect  of  the  right   which   M^KeUy   then   had   to  the  land,  as  the 
promisee  thereof,  and  that  so  there  was  no  estoppel,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  an  interest  or  imperfect  right  of  the  kind  relied  on,  is  not  such  as 
can  operate  to  defeat  an  estoppel.      In  the  instances  cited,  the  interest 
which  passed  was  a  legal  interest  of  the  same  kind  as  that  assumed  to 
be  conveyed,  but  less  only  in  extent.     The  grantee   in   those  cases 
acquired  some  of  the  interest,  which  the  deed  profesed  to  give  him,  and 
he  miyht  by  possibility  enjoy  the  whole.    A  tenant  for  life,  for  instance, 
leases  for  a  term  of  years,  but  dies  before  its  expiry.      In  such  a  case, 
the  lessee  shall  not  be  estopped  to  say  that  the  interest  of  his  landlord 
has  ceased.      And  hence  the  general  rule  on  this  head.     A  tenant  may 
not  show  that  his  lessor  had  tvothing  in  the  premises  ;  but  admitting  that 
the  latter  had  an  interest,  which  passed  by  the  demise  (in  which  case 
there  is  no  estoppel),  he  may  show  that  the  title  has  expired  or  been 
determined.     The  instance  put  in  Co,  Lit.  45  a,  is  of  a  tenant  for  life, 
and  the  remainder  man  executing  a  joint  lease.     In  that  case  each  had 
a  legal  interest,  though  not  in  an  estate  in  possession,  and  consequently 
an  interest  passed  from  each.      No  estoppel,  therefore,   was  created 
against  either,  and  it  was  open  to  both  to  show  that  the  demise  was  in 
effect  that  of  the  one  seized  for  life  alone.     But,  in  the  present  case  the 
most  that  JPKelly  had  was  an  equitable  interest,  and  this  of  a  character 
not  defined  and  very  unintelligible.     He  may  have  had  a  mere  permis- 
sion to  occupy  without  power  to  transfer  the  occupation  to  another, 
But  M^Kelly  professed  to  convey  a  legal  estate  in  fee,  and  of  that 
amount  or  kind  of  interest ;  at  all  events,  he  had  at  the  time  nothing 
whatever.     In  Blake  v,  Foster  (25)  Mr.  Justice  Grose  expressly  says,  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  that  the  intere.st  which  passes  by 
the  indenture,  to  avoid  an  estoppel,  must  be  some  legal  interest.     As 

(23)  2  B.  and  Ad.,  283.        (24)  2  Sim.  and  Sta.,  519.        (25)  8  T.  R.  496. 


r. 
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to  Doe.  V.  Barton  (26),  that  case  is  very  little  to  the  point.     There  the         1848. 

tenant  (who  was  allowed  to  show  the  expiry  of  his  landlord's  title)         Doe 

acquired  a  legal  possession,  as  the  Court  distinctly  determined,  under    .    dtm. 

that  landlord,  when  mortgagor  in  possession,  by  the  mortgagee's  assent, 

and  it  was  held  that  though  the  latter  alone  had  the  entire  legal  estate, 

he  was  at  liberty  to  consider  the  mortgagor  as  a  tenant  in  possession  '  ''^  *^'^    •  • 

and  himself  as  reversioner  only.     But  there,  whether  the  tenant  got  a 

legal  or  an  equitable  estate,  or  no  estate  at  all,  was  immaterial.      He 

could  not  deny  that  some  interest  passed,  for  he  had  admitted  that  by 

accepting  the  relation  of  tenant,  and  whether  that  interest  was  legal  or 

equitable,  he  would  equally  have  been  at  liberty  to  avow  that  it  had 

ceased.     In  Right  v,  BiLckneU  (27)  an  equitable  interest  clearly  passed 

by  the  conveyance,  a  point  which  the  Court  noticed.     The  estoppel  was 

not,  however,  in  that  case,  supposed  for  a  moment  to  be  avoided  on  that 

ground,  but  on  the  ground  only,  that  party  never  asserted  that  he  had 

a  higher  estate  to  pass,  and,  consequently,  that  there  was  nothing  on 

which  an  estoppel  could  fasten. 

On  the  whole,  then,  we  find  in  this  case  a  conveyance,  which,  had  the 
conveying  party  (^M Kelly)  possessed  the  interest  which  he  assumed  to 
have,  would  have  conveyed  that  interest  to  the  releasee,  being  the  legal 
estate,  in  fee,  in  the  land  here  in  question,  of  which  interest  M' Kelly 
had  at  the  time  nothing — and  we  find,  that  he  afterwards,  by  grant 
from  the  Crown,  acquired  that  legal  fee,  and  then  assumed  to  convey 
it  to  Miller^  one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiflf.  We  are  of  opinion  that, 
under  such  circumstances,  the  first  mentioned  conveyance  worked  an 
estoppel,  binding  the  land  in  the  hands  of  a  subsequent  purchaser,  and 
on  the  acquisition  by  M^Kelly  afterwards  of  the  legal  fee,  by  the 
grant,  converting  the  apparent  into  an  actual  interest.  The  plaintiff, 
therefore,  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  and  the  verdict  must  be  entered  for 
defendant.  If  the  estoppel  operated,  only,  by  way  of  conclusive  admis- 
sion (see  2  Sm.  L.C.,  436,  and  in  p.  444,  457),  it  is  one  equally  binding 
on  the  jury,  in  this  action,  as  on  the  parties,  without  being  pleaded  as 
such  ;  for  the  defendant  has  had  no  opportunity  of  so  pleading  it.  But, 
regarding  the  estoppel  here  as  that  which,  under  the  circumstances, 
jjossed  an  interest  it  would  seem  (see  Com,  Dig,  Esto]}2jel  E,  10),  that, 
had  the  jury  found  the  facts,  without  regard  to  the  admission,  as  such, 
our  judgment  should  be  the  same.  Taking  the  case  either  way,  there- 
fore, the  plaintiff  would  be  equally  concluded. 

Verdict  entered  for  defendant. 
(26)  11  A.  and  E.  307.  (27)  2  B.  and  Ad.  283. 
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1847.  CHAMBERS  v,  PERRY.  (1) 

Dec,  23.       Arrest  of  judgment — Wagering  contract — 16  Car.  II ^  c.  7,  8.  3 — Aidei'  by  verdict — 

Stephen  C.J.  ^«^'*  "^  ^^"^^  ^"  '^^  '•'^^^• 

and      '       Action  for  damage?  on  a  wagering  contract  for  not  running  a  kor»e  according  to 
Therry  J.     agreement.     Ileld^  that  a  party  cannot  indirectly  recover  by  action  the  amount  of 
a  bet,  which  the  statute,  16  Car.  II,  c.  7,  s.  3,  says  he  shall  not  obtain  directly  by 
suit  in  any  Court. 

On  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  the  Court  is  not  to  look  ont  of  the  record,  and 
if  the  pleadings  state  only  so  much  of  a  transaction  as  is  illegal,  the  Court  will  not 
adjudge  it  valid  by  combining  with  it  other  facts,  which,  though  not  stated  on  the 
record,  they  may  conceive  to  have  bad  a  possible  existence. 

A  verdict  cannot  import  into  a  declaration  a  new  fact,  though  it  may  diow  that 
an  ettstntiai  fact,  defectively  stated  in  the  declaration,  was  properly  proveil  at  the 
trial. 

The  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

Dickinson,  J.  The  second  count  of  the  declaration  states  that  it  was 
agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  that  the  defendant  should 
have  a  certain  colt  called  Whalehoney  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  have 
a  certain  mare  called  Cassandra,  on  a  then  future  day,  upon  a  certain 
racecourse,  for  the  purpose  of  then  and  there  running  a  race  against  each 
other  for  the  sum  of  £250  a  side,  and  that  one  John  Rose  Holden,  or  his 
nominee,  should  be  the  judge  of  the  said  race ;  and  the  said  agreement 
having  been  so  made  as  aforesaid,  in  consideration  thereof,  and  in  con- 
sideration that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  bad  then 
and  there  promised  the  said  defendant  to  perform  the  said  agreement  on 
his  part,  and  to  pay  Ijim  the  said  defendant  the  sum  of  j£250  in  case  the 
said  colt  Whalebone  should  win  the  said  i*ace,  he,  the  said  defendant, 
then  and  there  promised  the  said  plaintiff  to  perform  the  £aid  agreement 
on  his  part,  and  to  pay  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  the  sum  of  £250  in  case 
the  said  mare  Cassandra  should  win  the  said  race ;  and  the  plaintiff 
further  saith,  that  after,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  he  did 
have  the  said  mare  Cassandra  upon  the  said  racecourse  at  the  time 
appointed  in  and  by  the  said  agreement ;  but  that  the  said  defendant 
did  not  have  the  said  colt  Whcdebone  on  the  said  racecourse  at  the  time 
last  aforesaid,  whereupon  the  said  mare  Cassandra  was  then  and  there 
duly  started  by  and  in  the  presence  of  the  said  John  Rose  Holden,  and 
did  then  and  there  run  the  said  race  and  win  the  same,  and  was  then 

(1)  T?ie  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  December  21  and  27,  1847. 
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and  there  duly  declared  by  the  said  John  Rose  Holden  to  be  the  winner  1848. 

of  the  said  race ;  yet  the  said  defendant  (although  often  requested  so  to  Chambers 

do)  did  not  pay  the  said  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  £250,  or  any  part  p  ^' 
thereof. 

To  this  count  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  at  the  time  of  making  the 
said  agreement  mentioned  in  this  count,  and  by  the  said  agreement,  it 
was  agreed  among  other  things  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant, 
that  a  portion  of  the  said  sum  of  £250  a  side  mentioned  in  the  count, 
that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  pounds  a  side,  should  be  deposited 
forthwith  in  the  hands  of  one  Captain  (yConnelJ,  and  that  a  certain  other 
portion  of  the  said  sum  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  pounds  a  side,  to  wit, 
£100  a  side,  should  be  deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Captain 
O^Connell  in  a  month  from  the  date  of  the  said  agreement,  and  that  the 
residue  of  the  said  sum  of  £250,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £50  a  side,  should  be 
deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Captain  O^CoiineU^  or  his  deputy,  on 
the  morning  of  the  day  of  running  the  said  race,  and  that  if  either  the 
plaintiff  or  the  defendant  should  fail  to  make  good  his  deposit  or 
deposits,  he  should  forfeit  the  previous  sum  or  sums  deposited  by  him  ; 
and  the  defendant  says  that  he  (the  defendant)  did  forthwith,  after  the 
making  of  the  said  agreement,  deposit  with  the  said  Captain  O'Connell 
the  said  sum  of  £100,  portion  of  the  said  sum  of  £250  a  side,  so  to  be 
first  deposited  by  the  defendant  as  aforesaid ;  but  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  forthwith,  after  the  said  agreement  and  according  thereto,  deposit 
with  the  said  Captain  0' Connelly  the  said  sum  of  £100,  to  be  first 
deposited  by  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  but  therein  made  default ;  where* 
upon  and  within  a  reasonable  time  in  that  behalf,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  defendant  wholly  abandoned  and  rescinded 
the  said  agreement  in  the  said  second  count  mentioned,  as  he  lawfully 
might  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  whereof  the  defendant  afterwards  and 
within  a  reasonable  time  in  that  behalf,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid  had  notice. 

To  that  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  de  ivjurid,  and  the  jury  found  their 
verdict  on  the  issue  joined  for  the  plaintiff,  with  £100  damages. 

Mr.  Broadhursl  and  Mr.  Fisher  on  Monday  last  moved  in  arrest  of 
judgment  on  the  second  count,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  men- 
tioned in  it  was  void  by  the  Stat.  16,  Car.  II,  c.  7.  They  cited  J5cn- 
iinck  V,  Convop  (2),  Thorj^e  v,  Coleman  (3),  Daintree  v,  Hutchinson  (4), 
ApjAegarth  v,  Colley  (5),  and  Edgehury  v,  Rosindale  (6). 

(2)  6  Q.  B.  693.       (3)  1  C.  B.  990.       (4)  10  M.  &  W.  85.      (5)  10  M.  &  W.  723. 

(6)  2  Levinz  94. 


V. 

Perry. 
DickinAon  J. 
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1848.  Mr.  Foster y  for  the  plaintiff,  contendetl  that  he  would  not  arrest  the 

Chambers  judgment  unless  he  could  perceive  that  the  second  count  was  necessarily 
bad  That  the  second  count  did  not  set  up  a  demand  for  the  amount 
(£250)  of  the  bet  specifically,  but  disclosed  a  case  for  dama«;es  by  reason 
of  the  defendant  not  having  his  horse  at  the  course.  That  for  such 
breach  of  contract  the  defendant  was  at  all  events  entitled  to  nominal 
damages.  That  consistently  with  the  facts  stated  in  the  second  count, 
the  stakes  might  have  been  paid  into  the  hands  of  the  stakeholders,  from 
whom  the  plaintiff  coiUd  not  obtain  them,  as  the  defendant  had  prevented 
him  from  winning  the  race,  and  that  upon  that  supposition  the  statute  of 
Charles  could  not  be  applied  to  the  record.  He  cited  MickUJi^d  r. 
Hepgin  (7),  Brogden  v.  MarrioU  (8),  Bidinead  v.  Gale  (9),  Shillitoe  c. 
Theed  (10). 

On  a  suggestion  by  the  Court,  that  tliongh  the  second  count  disclosed 
a  case  for  damages  for  not  having  the  horse  on  the  ground,  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  them,  as  the  action  was  not  put  upon  that,  but  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  bet  specifically  as  wouhl 
appear  from  the  cases  of  Marsh  v.  Bitlteel  (11),  and  Head  v,  Baldr^y 
(12).  Mr.  Foster  urged  that  these  cases  did  not  apply,  and  cite<l 
Clumley  v.  Winstanley  (13) 

We  have  considered  this  case,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  had 
defendant  demun*ed  to  the  second  count  of  the  declaration,  we  must  have 
held  it  bad  in  substance,  as  the  transaction  therein  detailed  is  void  by 
the  statute  of  Charles.  The  conti-act  in  the  second  count  is,  that  upon 
the  happening  of  a  certain  future  event  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  as  it 
may  turn  out,  shall  pay  to  the  other  a  larger  sum  than  £100.  The 
case  (quoted  from  Lievinz,  as  reported  by  Ventris  under  the  name  of 
Uedgehorrow  v.  Eosenden,  (H),  appears  to  us  strictly  in  point.  There 
(as  in  the  contract  stated  in  the  second  count)  the  agreement  wa** 
precedent  to  the  bet,  and  the  terms  of  it  were  that  the  loser  of  the  two 
parties  shall  pay  to  the  other  of  them.  Then  the  statute  was  pleaded, 
but  Bentlnck  v,  Connop  (15),  shows  that  as  all  the  facts  contemplated 
by  the  Statute  appear  in  the  second  count,  it  is  bad  upon  the  demurrer. 
The  language  used  by  the  Court  in  the  last-mentioned  case  at  pp.  699, 
700,  we  think  is  immediately  applicable  to  the  second  count  of  the 
declaration  in  this  cause.  It  appears  to  us  that  the  words  of  the 
statute  cannot  be  limited  to  cases  of  express  contracts  for  credit,  hut 

(7)  1  Anstr.  133.  (8)  3  Bmg.  N.C.  88.  (9)  1  Wm.  Bl.  670.  (10)  7  Ring.  405. 
(11)  5  B.  &  Aid.  507.  (12)  6  A.  &  E.  459.  (13)  5  Ea«t  2G6.  (14)  Veatris  253. 
(15)  5  Q.B.  693. 
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that  they  apply  to  all  cases  where  the  stake  amounts  to  more  than  £100         1B48. 
and  is  not  paid  dovm  immediately;  and  that  if  it  be  necessary  to  enforce    Ohambebs 
the  payment  (except  from  a  stakeholder  to  whom  it  has  been  paid 
down)  the  case  is  within  the  words,  and  certainly  the  spirit  of  the  Act, 
the  object  of  which  was  to  restrain  gaming,  by  obliging  the  parties  to 
play  for  ready  money,  if  the  stakes  exceeded  £100. 


V. 

Perbt. 
Dickinson  J. 


As  then  the  second  count  would  have  been  bad  upon  a  general 
demurrer,  has  it  been  mended  by  the  plea  and  verdict  ?  It  has  not  been 
aided  by  the  plea,  for  nothing  is  thereby  admitted  without  which  the 
plaintiff's  case  would  be  defective,  as  in  Glascock  v,  Morgaii,  cited  in 
Stephen  on  Pleading.  That  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  taking  a 
hook ;  the  plaintiff  omitted  to  allege  in  the  declaration  that  it  was  his 
hook,  or  even  that  it  was  in  his  possession,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  a 
matter  in  confession,  and  evidence  justifying  his  taking  the  hook  out  of 
the  plaintiif^s  handy  the  Court  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  held  that 
as  the  plea  itself  showed  that  as  the  hook  was  in  possession  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  objection  which  would  otherwise  have  been  fatal  was 
cured.  Indeed,  the  plea  (so  far  from  supplying  any  defect  in  the 
declaration)  appears  to  us  not  even  to  be  a  plea  in  confession  and  in 
avoidance,  for  it  is  stated  in  it  that  the  contract  set  out  in  the  second 
count  was  a  contract  to  pay  the  stakes  into  the  hands  of  a  stakeholder, 
before  the  race,  and  not,  as  the  plaintiff  stated,  a  contract  for  the 
money  to  be  paid  by  the  one  to  the  other  after  the  determination  of  the 
race.  The  plea,  might,  therefore,  have  been  demurred  to  specially  ;  but 
-we  think  the  replication,  though  inappropriate  in  point  of  form  (as  the 
plea  was  a  traverse  of  the  contract,  entered  in  the  second  count, 
and  not  a  plea  in  confession  and  avoidance,  consisting  only  of  matter 
in  excuse)  has  substantially  put  in  issue  all  the  matters  alleged  in  the 
plea.  The  verdict  having,  therefore,  negatived  all  matters  alleged  in 
the  plea,  they  may  for  the  purposes  of  the  question  before  us  be 
considered  obliterated  from  the  i*ecord& 

With  regard  to  the  case  as  it  stands,  upon  the  time  and  manner  in 
which  the  objection  has  been  taken,  viz.,  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
Mr.  Foster y  which  mainly  in  the  language  of  Eyre^  C.B.,  in  the  case  in 
Anstruther  (16).  The  Chief  Barents  observations  were: — "This  case 
turns  upon  the  manner  in  which  the  objection  has  been  taken.  In  a 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  we  cannot  seek  to  impeach  the  verdict, 
but  the  wager  must  appear  to  be  necessarily  void,  otherwise  we  will 
now  presume  the  verdict  right.     The  wager  must  at  the  time  of  making 

(16)  1  Anstr.  133. 

2  E 
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1848.  it  be  either  good  or  bad ;  but  it  is  from  the  manner  of  pleading  onlj 
"cBMmaa'  ^^^  ^^  appears  on  the  record  to  be  either  the  one  or  the  other.  I£  the 
^'^^  pleadings  state  only  00  much  of  a  transactioii  as  is  legal,  and  that  the 
other  part  appears  in  evidence  to  be  illegal,  it  is  a  j»oper  gitmnd  of 
nonsuit,  or  of  granting  a  new  trial ;  or  if  put  on  the  record  by  means  of 
a  special  verdict)  the  Court  can  decide  upon  it.  But  here  the  wager,  as 
stated  in  the  declaration,  does  not  necessarily  imply  an  imputation  on 
anybody."  A  part  of  the  foregoing  observations,  viz,,  "  if  the  pleading 
state  only  so  much  of  a  transaction  as  is  legal,  and  the  other  part 
appears  in  evidence  to  be  illegal,  it  is  a  proper  ground  of  nonsuit^  or  of 
granting  a  new  trial,"  we  may  as  well  intimate,  for  future  guidance,  is 
not  the  law  since  the  new  rules  of  pleading,  as  such  other  illegal  part 
must  now  be  pleaded  specially,  Fenwick  v,  Laycock  (17). 

The  effect  of  the  decision  in  Anstrather  is  this,  that  on  a  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  the  Court  is  not  to  look  out  of  the  record,  and 
really  amounts  to  this,  that  if  the  pleadings  state  only  so  much  of  a 
transaction  as  is  illegal,  the  Court  will  not  adjudge  it  valid  l^  com- 
bining with  it  other  facts,  which,  though  not  stated  on  the  record,  they 
may  conceive  to  have  had  a  possible  existenoe.  As  the  verdict  has  done 
no  more  than  negative  the  facts  averred  by  the  defendant  in  his  plea,  it 
is  impossible  for  us  to  intend,  from  that  verdict,  that  any  fact  essential 
to  the  plaintiff's  case  was  proved  in  evidence,  so  as  to  satisfy  any 
general  averment  in  the  second  count  of  the  declaration.  A  verdict 
cannot  import  into  a  declaration  a  new  fact,  though  it  may  show  that 
an  essentiai  fact  defectively  stated  in  the  declaration  was  jHroperly 
proved  at  the  trial.  "  The  extent  and  principle  of  an  aider  hy  verdict^ 
(says  Sergeant  Stephen)  is  thus  explained  in  a  modem  decision,  Jaeh- 
son  V,  Peaked  (18),  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  "  Where  a  matter  is 
so  essenUally  necessary  to  be  proved,  that  had  it  not  been  given  in 
evidence,  the  jury  could  not  have  given  such  a  verdict^  then  the  want 
of  stating  such  matter  in  express  terms  in  a  declaration,  />rovtd^<i^  it 
contain  terms  sufficiently  general  to  comprehend  it  in  fair  and  reasonable 
intendment^  will  be  cured  by  a  verdict ;  and  where  a  general  allegation 
must,  in  fair  construction,  so  far  require  to  be  restricted,  that  no  Judge 
and  no  jury  could  have  properly  treated  it  in  an  unrestricted  sense,  it 
may  reasonably  be  presumed,  after  verdict,  that  it  was  so  proved  at  the 
trial."  In  fine,  a  verdict  aids  by  showing  that  a  fact  stated  on  the 
record  was  necessarily  proved  by  evidence  of  circumstances  which 
should  have  been  alleged  on  the  pleadings  as  constituting  the  particular 

(17)  1  Q.B.  414.  (18)  I  M.  &  S.  2d4. 
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fact.     We  think,  therefore,  that  the  second  count  of  the  declaration  is        1848. 
unaided  either  by  the  plea  or  the  verdict  thereon,  and  that,  as  claiming    Chabibers 
the  amount  of  the  bet,  it  is  bad,  as  being  within  the  statute  of  Charles.       p  ^'' 

With  regard  to  the  argument  that  the  cause  of  action  is  not  for  the  Dickinson  J. 
amount  of  the  bet,  but  for  damages  for  the  defendant  not  having  his 
horse  on  the  course,  we  answer  it  by  replying  to  the  question  put  at 
page  97  of  10  M.  and  W.,  by  Baron  Alderaon,  ''Can  a  contract  which, 
if  carried  out,  could  not  be  enforced  so  far  as  to  make  a  contracting 
party  pay  for  not  carrying  it  out,"  in  the  negative,  for  this  reason,  that 
in  such  a  case  the  party  might  recover  by  action  indirectly  the  amount 
of  that  bet,  which  the  statue  says  he  shall  not  obtain  directly  by  suit  in 
any  Court.  In  conclusion,  we  arrest  judgment  on  the  second  count,  but 
we  wish  to  observe  thai  even  if  we  could  upon  this  motion  in  arrest  of 
judgment  intend  that  the  £250  had  been  paid  into  the  hands  of  a  stake- 
holder, and  the  cause  and  ground  of  action  were  the  defendant's  prevent- 
ing the  plaintiff  from  winning  the  stake  by  not  producing  his  horse  to 
run,  yet  we  must  not  be  understood  now  to  decide  that  such  an  action 
would  lie,  if  the  stake  got  into  the  hands  of  the  holder,  in  pursuance  of 
a  contract  to  pay  the  amount,  made  previously  to  the  time  appointed 
for  the  race.  In  Daintree  v,  Hutchinson  (19),  a  contract  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  £100  on  a  race,  or  to  run  a  race  for  £100,  was  held  to  be 
illegal,  and  consequently  an  unenforceable  contract.  But  the  statute 
might  possibly  be  considered  effectually  evaded,  if  contracts  for  racing 
could  be  legalised  merely  by  making  the  bargain  to  pay  the  money  to  a 
stakeholder.  If  such  a  contract  could  not  be  enforced  on  non-payment 
of  the  stakes  by  one  to  the  other  party  to  a  bet,  it  might  be  held  that 
the  stakeholder  (if  the  money  were  actually  paid)  could  set  up  the  ille- 
gality of  the  contract,  under  which  the  money  got  into  his  liands,  in 
order  to  an  action  by  the  winner  of  the  race  to  recover  the  amount  from 

him.     See  Appkffarth  v,  CoUey  (20). 

Judgment  arrested. 

(19)  10  M.  k  W.  85.  (20)  10  M.  &  W.  723. 


436  SUPREME   COURT   CASES. 
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Jan,  3.  ArreM  of  judgment —Demurrable  point  cured  hy  7  Geo.  IV,  c.  64—DeitcriptioR  oj 
Stevhen  C  J.  pi^Moner's  vnaatera—JudgnieHt  on  counts  sustained  on  appeal — Challenge— h- 

DickinsonY.  dtctmeiU  chai-ging  Tnore  than  three  offences— Two  emhezzlemenis  against  diff^rtfU 

and  masters. 


Tht^-ry  J. 


On  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  the  record  alone  can  be  looked  to. 

The  descriptive  allegation  in  an  indictment  for  embezzlement,  that  the  money 
taken  was  the  property  of  *'  The  Commercial  Banking  Company  of  Sydney,  his 
masters,  &c.'*  (an  unincorporated  Bank),  is  not  sufficient,  and  at  the  proper  stage 
may  be  demurred  to,  but,  after  verdict,  is  cured  by  7  Geo.  IV,  c.  64. 

An  allegation  that  the  money  was  the  property  of  **  L,  JDuguid  and  others  his 
partners,  the  masters,  &c."  renders  the  count  bad  ;  and  {per  the  Chief  Justice  ind 
Therry,  J.)  is  not  cured  by  verdict ;  [per  Dickinson,  J.)  the  defect  is  cured  by  the 
statute. 

Where  there  are  several  counts,  some  of  which  have  been  held  to  be  good,  and 
some  bad,  the  Court  can  pass  sentence  upon  the  good  counts. 

An  objection  that  an  indictment  is  bad,  because  of  six  distinct  offences  being 
charged  therein,  is  of  no  avail  in  arrest  of  judgment,  though  at  the  trial  the  Crown 
may  bo  called  upon  to  elect. 

The  Crown  having  challenged  a  juryman  on  the  ground  that  he  is  one  of  the 
prisoner's  bail,  and  the  objection  being  overruled,  is  entitled  to  take  aoother 
objection,  that  the  juryman  is  not  an  **  indifferent  party.'* 

It  is  a  good  objection  (on  a  point  reserved)  to  two  counts  that  they  allege  the 
money,  embezzled  on  different  occasions,  to  be  the  property  of  the  Bank  in  the 
same  terms,  the  proprietors  of  the  Bank  being  constantly  changed,  but  sentence 
may  be  pa.8sed  on  the  prisoner  on  a  good  count. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  that  he,  on  the  29th  day  of  April  A.D. 
1847,  and  within  six  calendar  months  of  the  time  respectively  of  com- 
mitting the  respective  offences  mentioned  in  the  second  and  third  counts 
of  this  information,  at  Sydney,  <fec.,  being  then  and  there  employed  as 
clerk  to  the  Commercial  Banking  Company  of  Sydney,  did,  by  virtue 
of  his  said  employment,  and  whilst  he  was  so  employed  as  aforesaid, 
receive  and  take  into  his  possession,  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  witT 
j£103,  for  and  in  the  name  and  on  account  of  the  said  Commercial 
Banking  Company  of  Sydney,  his  masters,  and  the  said  money  then 
and  there,  and  within  six  calendar  months  of  the  times  respectively 
of  committing  the  respective  offences  mentioned  in  the  second  and 
third  counts  this  information,  fraudulently  and  feloniously  did  embezd<?» 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  fferaid,  Jan.  5,  1848. 
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And  so  the  said  Attorney-General  says  that  the  said  Townend,  the  said        1848. 


money,  the  property  of  Leslie  Dugiiid^  the  Managing  Director  for  the      Reoina 
time  being  of  the  said  Commercial   Banking  Company,  <fec.,  as  such    ^     '^' 
Managing  Director  of  the  said  Company,  then  being  the  masters  of  the 
said  Townend,  from  the  said  L,  Drnjuid,  feloniously  did  steal,  <fec. 

The  second  count  was  similar  to  the  first,  except  that  the  amount, 
alleged  to  have  been  embezzled,  was  stated  to  have  been  £150,  and  the 
day  on  whicli  the  embezzlement  took  plaqe  was  stated  to  have  been  the 
5th  day  of  June,  a.d.  1847. 

The  third  count  was  similar  to  the  two  former,  with  the  exception 
that  the  sum,  alleged  to  have  been  embezzled,  was  stated  to  have  been 
£50,  and  the  day  on  which  the  embezzlement  took  place  was  stated  to 
have  been  on  the  10th  of  June,  1847. 

The  fourth  count  stated  that  Townend  was  clerk  to  L.  Buguid  and 
others,  his  partners,  and  that  by  virtue  of  his  employment,  and  that 
whilst  he  was  so  employed,  and  within  the  period  of  six  calendar  months, 
the  said  Townend  did  receive,  &c.,  and  take  into  his  possession,  the 
respective  sums  of  £103,  £150,  and  £50,  for  and  in  the  name  and  on 
account  of  L,  Duguid  and  others,  his  partners ;  and  that  on  the  19th 
day  of  April,  the  said  Townend  did  embezzle  the  sum  of  £103,  that  on 
the  5th  day  of  June  the  said  Townend  did  embezzle  the  said  sum  of 
£150,  and  that  on  the  10th  day  of  June  the  said  Townend  did  embezzle 
the  said  sum  of  £50. 

At  the  trial,  as  to  the  third  count,  and  to  so  much  of  the  fourth 
count,  as  related  to  the  sum  of  £50,  the  prisoner  pleaded  autre  /ois 
acquit,  and  issue  being  joined  thereon,  a  verdict  was  found  in  favour  of 
the  prisoner. 

The  trial  then  proceeded  on  the  rest  of  the  information,  and  the  Jury, 
after  considering  their  verdict  for  some  hours,  returned  a  verdict  of 
"  Guilty." 

On  the  request  of  the  attorney  for  the  prisoner.  His  Honor  Mr. 
Justice  Dickinson  asked  the  Jury  if  they  found  the  prisoner  guilty  on 
both  charges,  or  having  embezzled  both  sums.  The  Jury  answered 
"  yes,"  and  the  Clerk  of  Arraigns  then  entered  into  the  "  minute-book," 
*'  guUty  of  having  embezzled  both  sums." 

Certain  points  having  been  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  Full 
Court,  and  others  now  taken  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  case  now  came 
on  for  argument. 


^^  8UPBBMK  GOUBT  CASKS. 

1848.  The  AUomey-General  and  the  Solidtor-General^  for  the  Crown. 

Rbqina  Michie,  for  the  prisoner,  argued  that  the  verdict  was  insensible,  as, 

!EowNEin>.    after  the  plea  of  autre /ois  acquit,  there  remained  four  distinct  charges, 

while  the  prisoner  was  found  guilty  of  having  embezzled  **  both  sum&" 

A  verdict  of  not  guilty  should  have  been  entered  on  two  of  the  charges. 

For  pleading  purposes  all  the  sums  were  distinct.      jS.  p,  O'ConneU  (2). 

The  Court  held  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  point  on  a  motion  for 
arresting  the  judgment.  Tx>oking  to  the  record,  and  which  only  could 
be  looked  to  for  the  purposes  of  this  motion,  it  appeared  that  there  had 
been  returned  a  general  verdict  of  guilty.  It  was  intimated  that  perhaps 
the  verdict  was  inconsistent  for  that  reason,  but  tiiis  was  not  the  mode 
of  taking  that  objection. 

Michie,  then,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  argued  that  the  first  and  second 
counts  were  bad,  for  that  the  description  in  each  of  them,  ^the  Com- 
mercial Banking  Company,  as  the  masters  of  the  prisoner,"  and  ^  L, 
Duguid  as  the  managing  director  of  the  said  bank,  &c."  w^re  as  bftd  as 
if  no  description  were  given  at  all  of  the  parties  entitled  to  prosecute, 
.  and  they  did  not  satisfy  the  well  known  ingredients  of  all  indictsaentB. 
The  description  of  the  bank  was  no  better  than  to  have  insetted  tiie 
'*  XX  brewery,  &c."  It  was  urged  that  the  Commercial  Ranking  Com- 
pany was  not  an  incorporated  body ;  on  the  contrary,  the  Act  dedans 
it  shall  not  be  so ;  therefore  it  was  submitted  that  the  names  of  all  the 
proprietors,  no  matter  how  numerous  they  might  be,  ought  to  have  been 
set  out  in  each  count.  BeacaXVs  case  (3) ;  and  Sherrington  and 
Bulkley*8  caw  (4). 


The  fourth  count  also,  it  was  contended,  was  bad  for  a  similar 
and  similar  arguments  were  used.  Here  the  allegation  was  that  tlie 
money  was  the  property  of  "  L.  Duguid  and  others,  his  partners,  the 
masters,  &c."  It  was  urged  that  those  who  were  the  masters,  the  part- 
ners, ought  to  have  been  specificially  stated  by  name,'  for  suppose  it 
should  happen  that  the  prisoner  were  tried  on  a  fresh  indictment^  for 
the  identical  offences,  and  this  latter  indictment  shoidd  set  ont  the  names 
of  the  masters,  to  which  the  prisoner  pleaded  autre  foi»  convict,  how 
would  it  appear  that  the  prisoner  had  been  before  tried  for  1^  same 
offences  t  Again,  the  Legislature  authorised  the  puttang  three  chai^ges 
of  felony  in  the  same  "  indictment,"  but  the  word  "  count  **  is  not  to  be 
found  in  the  language  of  the  Legislature ;  here  there  were  three  different 

(2)  11  G.  and  F.  155.  (S)  1  Ryan  &  Moo.  15 ;  1 G.  &  P.  310. 

(4)  1  Leach,  513. 
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ofienoes  charged  in  the  fourth  "  count/'  and,  therefore,  this  count  was        1848. 


V, 
TOWKSND. 


bad.     Laetlyy  and  which  went  to  the  whole  information,  there  were  six      Begiva 
different  offences  charged  in  the  same  indictment,  which  was  contrary  to 
the  statute. 

The  Chief  Justice,  without  calling  upon  the  other  side,  delivered 
his  opinion  on  the  above  points ;  stating  that  he  was  of  opinion  that 
the  descriptive  allegation  of  the  Commercial  Bank,  ^ ,  was  not  sufficient, 
and  at  the  proper  stage  it  might  have  been  successfully  demurred  to, 
but  now,  after  verdict,  the  defect  had  l)een  cured  by  Sir  R.  PeeFe  Act, 
7  Geo.  lY,  c.  64.  As  to  the  similar  objection  raised  to  the  fourth  count, 
His  Honor  said  there  had  not  been  any  sufficient  description  of  the 
partners,  &c.,  and  that  the  objection  was  even  now  good  after  verdict. 
But  His  Honor  said  that,  independent  of  the  decision  in  O^ConneWi  case 
(5),  he  was  of  opinion  that  where  there  were  several  counts,  some  of 
which  have  been  held  to  be  good  and  some  bad,  the  Court  ooidd  pass 
sentence  upon  the  good  counts.  And  as  to  the  other  objecticm,  viz., 
that  the  indictment  was  bad  because  of  the  six  distinct  ofiences  being 
charged,  His  Honor  said  that  objection  would  not  now  avail ;  at  the 
trial  the  Crown  might  have  been  called  upon  to  elect,  which  was  not 
done ;  and  in  point  of  fact,  if  the  Court  is  now  called  upon  to  arrest 
judgment  generally,  because  the  prisoner  has  been  found  guilty  of 
embezzling  four  sums,  we  are  not  to  pass  sentence  upon  him  for  one 
offence. 

Dickinson,  J.,  agreed  generally  with  His  Honor  Hi^  Chief  JvMice^  but 
went  further  in  deciding  that  the  fourth  count  was  now  good,  and  at 
any  rate  was  cured  by  the  statute. 

Thsrbt,  J.,  concurred  generally  wiUi  the  Chu^  Justice. 

Michie  then  argued  the  points  reserved  at  the  trial,  viz. — first,  as  to 
the  right  of  the  Crown,  to  challenge  for  grounds  stated  at  different 
times,  to  one  juryman.  At  the  trial  the  AUomey-General  challenged  a 
Mr.  Whitfield,  as  a  juryman,  on  the  ground  of  his  being  one  of  the  bail 
for  the  prisoner,  <fec.,  and  upon  his  Honor  overruling  the  objection,  the 
Attar nei/'General  took  another  ground  of  challenge,  viz.,  that  Mr. 
Whitfield  was  not  an  '^  indifferent ''  party.  An  issue  was  raised  on 
this  and  submitted  to  a  jury,  who  found  that  Mr.  Whitfield  was  not  an 
**  indifferent  "  party.  It  was  now  contended  that  all  the  challenges  a 
man  may  have  must  be  taken  at  once.  Co,  Lilt,  1  Inst.,  Lib.  2,  c.  1 2, 
p.  158  (a)  and  Bac,  Ahr,  Tit,  Juries,  572. 

(5)  II  C.  &  F.  166. 
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The  Court  overruled  this  objection,  intimating  that  Coke  was  not 
always  an  authority,  and  that  they,  in  this  instance,  would  rather  lean 
to  the  authority  to  be  found  in  Trials  per  Pais,  199,  which  war- 
ranted the  course  adopted,  and  would  prefer  looking  to  the  reason  of  the 
practice  that  ought  to  obtain,  which  would  prove  also  that  the  course 
adopted  is  the  most  consistent. 

Michie,  The  confession  of  the  prisoner  ought  not  to  have  been 
admitted,  as  it  was  obtained  from  him  under  the  influence  of  a  promise, 
that  it  should  not  be  used  against  him. 

The  Court  admitted  the  rule,  but  held  that  the  confession  in  this 
case  did  not  come  within  it. 

Michie  then  took  the  following  points — that  the  Crown  officers  having 
refused  to  elect  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  though  warned  to  do  so  by 
the  prisoner's  counsel,  had  rendered  the  trial  of  no  avail.  It  was  sub- 
mitted that  it  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  proprietors  in  the  Bank 
changed  weekly,  almost  daily,  and  therefore  the  two  offences  charged 
and  left  to  be  tried,  could  not  have  been  committed  against  the  same 
masters — thus  the  language  of  the  statute  had  not  been  complied  with. 
And,  lastly,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  any  specific  sums 
of  money  had  been  embezzled.     E,  v.  Chapman  (6). 

The  Attorney-General,  contra. 

The  Chief  Justice,  in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court  on  these 
two  points,  said  there  was  some  weight  in  the  first  objection,  but  it 
could  not  impeach  the  first  count,  though  it  might  the  second  and  third, 
indeed  there  was  a  difference  on  the  bench  as  to  that  point,  and  in  con- 
sequence only  a  nominal  sentence  would  be  passed  on  the  second  and 
fourth  counts.  As  to  the  second  point,  his  Honor  said  that  this  case 
was  distinguishable  from  the  case  quoted. 

Dickinson,  J.,  then  passed  sentence. 


(6)1C.  &K.,119. 
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[In  Insolvency.]  1848. 


March  1. 

/«  re  WHITTELL.  (1)  ^^^^^^, 

and 
Into! vency— Landlord's  pr^erential  claim — 8  Anne,  c.  14,  ss.  6  and  7 — Wages  and  DicktJiKon  J. 

piece-tcork, 

A  landlord  can  only  establish  a  preferential  claim  under  sec.  41  of  the  Insolvent 
Act,  5  Vic,  No  17>  for  each  rent  as  he  could  have  distrained  for. 

Having  determined  the  lease,  in  pursuance  of  a  clause  authorising  him  to  do  so, 
and  entered  on  the  demised  premises,  he  was  not  in  a  position  to  distrain  at  the 
time  of  the  sequestration  order,  unless  by  8  Anne,  c.  14,  sec.  6,  the  terms  of  which, 
Semble,  only  apply  to  the  determination  of  a  tenancy  by  lapse  of  time,  or  perhaps 
by  notice  to  quit.  The  Statute  of  Anne,  however,  by  sea  7,  only  applies  during 
the  continuing  possession  of  the  insolvent. 

Miners  working  by  the  job  or  piece  can  only  rank  with  the  general  body  of 
creditors,  and  not  preferentially  as  for  wages. 

Motion  to  make  absolute  a  rule  nisi  calling  upon  Messrs.  Robey, 
Street^  and  Lees^  to  show  cause  why  the  plan  of  distribution  in  this 
estate  should  not  be  altered  as  to  their  respective  debts. 

Broadhursty  for  the  Ofiicial  Assignee,  submitted.  Michie,  for  Mr. 
Rchey,  It  was  stated  and  admitted  that  Rohey  had  leased  under  seal 
to  the  insolvent  a  coal  mine,  rent  payable  monthly,  with  powers  to 
Rohey  to  determine  the  lease  on  the  happening  of  certain  circumstances, 
one  of  these  being  an  assignment  of  the  lease  by  the  insolvent,  or  by  the 
operation  of  law. 

The  insolvent  assigned  in  trust  for  his  creditors  in  July,  and  in 
August  Robey  gave  notice  of  his  exercise  of  the  power,  and  took  pos- 
session in  September,  six  days  before  the  sequestration  order. 

James  Street  and  George  Lees,  who  appeared  in  person,  contended 
that  it  was  the  custom  of  miners  to  do  work  by  the  job  or  piece,  and 
that  they  ought  to  be  considered  as  servants. 

Fisher^  in  reply. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  as  follows  : — 

1.  We  are  of  opinion,  that  by  s.  41  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  a  Landlord 
can  only  establish  a  preferential  claim,  for  such  rent  as  he  could  have 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  March  2,  1848. 
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jfi  f.^  indicative  of  an  intention,  in  the  Legislature,  to  provide  for  the  Land- 
WHrrTELL.  Iqj^  q^  larger  benefit  than  other  creditors,  in  substitution  for  his  remedy 
by  distress.  The  clause  provides,  that  the  Landlord  to  whom  "  the " 
Kent  is  due,  shall  be  entitled,  kc  But  the  only  rent  to  which  the 
article  the  can  apply,  is  that  Bent  in  req>ect  of  which  a  Distress  is, 
by  the  same  clause,  taken  away.  It  seems  to  us  to  follow,  that 
no  rent  for  which  a  Distress  could  not  have  been  levied,  is  within  the 
enactment. 

2.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  the  Landlord  in  this  case  was  not  in  a 
position  to  distrain,  at  the  time  of  the  Order  made  for  sequestration  (he 
having  before  that  time  determined  the  Lease,  in  pursuance  of  a  dause 
enabling  him  so  to  do,  and  entered  on  the  demised  premises  accordingly), 
unless  he  was  enabled  to  distrain  by  virtue  of  the  Statute  8  Anne, 
c.  14,  s.  6 — ^And,  as  to  this,  having  regard  to  the  preamble  to  that 
section,  and  to  the  terms  of  the  following  section,  and  to  the  case  of 
Doe  V,  WUliama  (2),  we  are  strongly  inclined  to  think  that  the  enact- 
ment applies  only  to  the  determination  of  a  tenancy  by  lapse  of  time ; 
or,  perhaps,  by  notice  to  quit. 

3.  But,  supposing  that  the  enactment  8  Anne,  c.  14,  s.  6,  would 
apply  to  the  case  of  a  determination  like  the  present,  it  is  clear  that  by 
8.  7  the  distress  could  only  be  made  during  the  contmuing  poMessioH  of 
the  ingolveni.  ToyUrmn  v,  Peters  (3).  The  landlord  had  himadf  taken 
possession ;  and  there  is  nothing  to  show,  that  any  possession  whatever 
remained  in  Whittely  but  tilie  contrary. 

The  result  is,  that  the  plan  of  distribution  in  this  case  must  be 
altered,  by  the  ranking  of  the  landlord's  claim  (as  well  as  the  claims  of 
the  two  miners),  as  claims  payable  pari  passu,  only,  with  tlie  geneial 
body  of  the  creditors,  and  not  as  prefierential  claims.  The  assignee 
ought,  we  think,  to  get  his  costs  out  of  the  assets.  All  other  parties 
will  pay  their  own. 

(2)  7  C.  &  P.  S22.  (3)  7  A.  &  E.  110. 
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GOSLING  V.  GROSVENOR.  (1)  1848. 


Variance— Sheriff*8  lawful  deputy — Writ  directed  to  Sheriff  or  deputy — Charier  of      ^Pf*  7. 

Jutstict,  XIIL  St^hen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J. 
A  writ  of  ca.  9a,  was  issued,  directed  to  the  Sheriff  or  his  deputy,  and  delivered  and 

to  the  Sheriff,  who  gave  a  warrant  thereon  to  his  baliff.     Held,  the  bailifib   Manning  J. 

authority  was  under  the  loarratU  alone,  and  the  arrest  by  him,  for  the  Sheriff,  mm 

an  arreat  by  the  Sheriff  himself,  under  the  writ,  by  his  Deputy.     But  no  variance 

was  held  to  be  caused  by  an  allegation  that  defendant  was  taken  in  execution 

under  the  writ  by  M.,  the  lawful  deputy  of  the  Sheriff,  for  the  Sheriff's  warrant  in 

effect,  authorised  the  bailiff  to  act  under  the  lorit^  and  therefore  the  Mrest  by  him 

was  equally  under  tlie  writ,  {pe.r  the  Chief  Justice,  and  Manning,  J.,  Dickinson, 

J.,  dissentiente). 

Special  case.  This  was  an  action  by  trustees  of  an  insolvent  upon  a 
judgment  recovered  by  him  against  the  defendant.  The  defendant 
pleaded  that,  before  the  sequestration,  a  writ  of  ca,  sa,  issued  upon  the 
judgment  in  question,  directed  to  the  Sheriff,  or  his  lawful  deputy  ;  and 
that  the  defendant  was  taken  in  execution  under  it  by  one  Moneypenny, 
the  lawful  deputy  of  the  Sheriff  in  that  behalf.  A  verdict  by  consent 
was  entered  for  the  defendant,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Full  Court 
upon'%  special  case,  stated  on  certain  admissions. 

The  SMcitar-Ghneral  and  Fisher  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict  The 
defendant  must  prove  all  his  averments.  The  arrest  was  not  under  the 
writ,  but  by  a  warrant  issued  by  the  Sheriff.  The  writ  did  not  come 
into  the  hands  of  the  deputy. 

Daarvall,  contra.  The  plea  was  proved  in  substance.  He  cited  the 
practice  of  the  Court,  and  sec.  13,  Charter  of  Justice. 

Tlie  Chief  Justice.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  entitled 
to  hold  his  verdict  The  Writ  being  addressed  (however  erroneously  or 
unnecessary  to  the  Sheriff  or  his  Deputy,  it  might  have  been  executed 
by  the  Deputy  under  the  writ  itself,  and  without  any  authority  from  the 
Sheriff,  had  it  been  delivered  to  the  Deputy.  But  it  was  not  so  delivered. 
The  Writ  is  not  addressed  to  the  Sheriff  amf  Deputy,  jointly  and  sever- 
ally. Had  it  been  so  addressed,  the  previous  delivery  to  the  Sheriff 
would  not  have  defeated  the  Bailiff's  inherent  original  authority  under 
that  Writ.  But  the  writ  was  directed  to  the  Sheriff  or  his  Deputy,  and 
it  was  delivered  to  the  Sherifl^  not  the  Deputy ;  and  the  Sheriff  acted  on 
it^  by  giving  a  warrant  thereon  to  liis  Bailiff  being  his  lawful  Deputy  in 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  8,  184S. 
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1848.        that  behalf,  by  whom,  by  the  Common  Law,  as  incident  to  his  office 

Gosling,      of  Sheriff,  and  also  by  the  Charter,  the  Sheriff  is  entitled  to  execute 

^       ^'  "Writs.     The  bailiff,  from  that  time,  had  no  authority  under  the  Writ 

Grosvxnor.  "^ 

but  the  Sheriff  only.  The  bailiff's  authority  was  under  the  Warrant 
alone,  and  the  arrest,  under  it,  was  consequently  an  arrest  by  him  (the 
bailiff)  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  Sheriff,  and  as  the  She]4ff*s  Deputy,  and 
so  was  an  arrest  by  the  Sheriff  himself,  under  the  Writ,  by  his  Deputy. 
Then  comes  the  question,  having  regard  to  the  precise  terms  of  the  Issue^ 
whether  the  arrest  can  be  taken  to  be  an  arrest  by  the  haiUff  ^'  under  the 
Writ."  The  allegation  is,  not  that  the  Sheriff  took  under  the  Writ,  a 
fact  that  would  have  been  established  by  the  acting  of  the  bailiff.  But 
the  allegation  is,  that  the  arrest  was  under  the  Writ,  by  the  bailiff.  I 
think,  that  it  was  an  arrest  by  him  under  the  warrant.  But,  I  think 
that  it  was  nevertheless  equally  an  arrest  by  him  under  the  Writ,  for 
the  Sheriff's  warrant,  in  effect,  (though  its  terms,  if  we  adhere  to  the 
letter  of  them  only,  are  not  precisely  so,  but  I  say,  in  effect)  deputed  the 
bailiff  to  act  under  the  Writ,  and  without  the  Writ  the  arrest  would  have 
been  invalid  and  unlawful  The  allegation  is,  that  Mr.  Moneyj^enny 
^Hhen  being  tJie  lawful  Dejmty  of  the  Sheriff  in  tJiat  behalf  "  took  the  defen- 
dant under  the  Writ.  That  is,  the  bailiff  being  deputed  (or  authorised) 
by  the  Sheriff  so  to  do,  acted  under  the  Writ.  I  regard  the  allegation 
as  amounting  to  an  assertion  of  two  things,  first,  a  Deputation  by  the 
Sheriff,  to  execute  the  Writ,  and  secondly,  an  acting  under  (or  in  other 
words  executing)  the  Writ,  by  virtue  of  that  Deputation.  Whether 
that  be  the  proper  allegation,  or  form  of  allegation,  is  not  now  the  ques- 
tion :  but  only  whether  the  plaintiff  did,  or  did  not,  in  fact,  being  the 
person  deputed  so  to  do,  act  under  the  Writ,  and  I  am  of  opinion,  on  the 
admissions,  that  he  did  so  act.  If  so,  he  acted  by  virtue  of  the  Writ, 
within  scope  and  meaning  of  the  allegation,  as  explained  by  the  context 
The  bailiff  by  virtue  of  the  Writ,  aa  Deiyutyofthe  Sheriff  ajcted  under  it. 

Dickinson,  J.,  said  he  could  not  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  in 
the  decision  that  had  been  come  to.  He  was  of  opinion  there  was  a 
variance  between  the  allegation,  by  virtue  of  which  writ  the  said  deputy, 
&c.,  and  the  evidence  in  support  of  it.  He  was  of  opinion  that  the 
deputy  could  not  have  acted  on  the  writ  alone,  he  could  only  have  acted 
by  a  lawful  deputation  from  the  Sherifi^  which  is  not  averred  to  have 
been  the  case  in  plea. 

Manning.,  J.,  delivered  judgment  in  accordance  with  the  judgment  of 
His  Honor  the  Chief  Justice, 

Verdict  for  the  defendant  upheld. 
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SMITH  V,  BARTON.  (1)  1848. 


KonHHit — Judge's  dirfclion  when  nonauU  refused — Action  against  Magistrate —  *^'^^y  ^' 

Larceny— Evidence— Hecitals.  Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J. 
In  an  action  against  a  magistrate  for  trespass  for  false  imprisonment  the  plaintiff  and 

proved  a  warrant,  issued  by  the  defendant,  to  search  the  plaintiff's  house  for  stolen  Manning  J. 

goods,  and  if  found  therein,  to  arrest  the  plaintiff  (under  which  warrant  the  plain- 

tiff*  was  arrested),  and  reciting  an  information  on  oath  before  the  defendant,  and 

that  there  was  good  reason  to  suspect,  Ac.    The  Judge  granted  a  nonsuit,  which 

was  refused  by  the  plaintiff,  and  a  verdict  was  given  by  the  Jury,  on  the  direction 

of  His  Honor,  for  the  defendant,  who  had  tendered  no  evidence. 

The  questions  were  afterwards  raised  on  motion  for  a  new  trial,  whether  the 
plaintiff,  by  putting  in  the  warrant,  established  also  a  justification  of  the  defen- 
dant by  the  recitals  therein,  and  whether  the  Judge's  direction  to  the  Jury  to  find 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant  was  right.  A  new  trial  was  refused  by  majority  (the 
Ch  ief  Justice  dissenting). 

Jieid  (per  Dickinson  and  Manning ,  JJ. )  that  the  recitals  were  some  evidence  of 
the  facts  on  which  the  magistrate's  jurisdiction  was  based,  and  could  not  be  dis- 
credited  gratuitously,  without  grounds  for  suspicion ;  and  that  the  non-production 
of  the  information  by  the  defendant  was  no  reason  for  such  suspicion.  The  Judge's 
opinion  having  been  rightly  given  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited,  his 
direction  to  the  Jury  was  also  right ;  {per  Dickinson,  J.)  that  unless  it  was  clearly 
shown  that  His  Honor's  direction  was  wrong,  the  verdict  should  not  be  disturbed ; 
{per  Manning,  J.)  if  it  could  be  clearly  seen  that  the  proper  conclusion  of  fact  had 
been  arrived  at,  an  error  in  the  charge,  if  any,  should  not  upset  the  verdict ;  {jxr 
the  Chiff  Justice)  no  presumption  arose  in  the  defendant's  favour,  from  his  having 
acted  as  a  magistrate,  to  confer  jurisdiction  on  him,  and  the  existence  of  jurisdic- 
tion  must  be  proved ;  the  recital  that  there  tvas  an  information  must  be  taken  as 
true,  and  was  some  evidence  that  the  information  established  a  case  of  larceny 
against  the  plaintiff;  but  the  Jury  was  not  bound  to  believe  the  defendant's  own 
assertion,  and  the  question  was  for  them,  not  the  Judge. 

The  direction  of  a  nonsuit  was  only  to  be  regarded  as  equivalent  to  the  expres- 
sion of  an  opinion  that  the  jury  would  or  ought  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
A  new  trial  should  be  granted,  even  though  no  injury  had  been  done,  as  a  great 
principle  was  involved. 

The  facts  and  argument  in  this  case  are  set  out  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Chi^  Justice* 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  was  an  action  of  Trespass  for  False  Imprison- 
ment, tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Manning,  at  the  last  Bathurst  Circuit ;  to 
which  the  defendant^  under  statute  21  Jac.  I.  c.  12,  pleaded  the  General 
Issue. 

It  appeared,  that  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  under  a  search  warrant, 
issued  by  the  defendant  as  a  Justice  of  the  Peace,  and  addi^essed  to  the 

(1)  The  Sffdney  Morning  fferafd,  April  11,  July  7»  1848. 
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1848.  Chief  Constable  of  the  district ;  which  warrant,  (being  in  the  usual  form 
Smith  given  by  Bums'  Justice)  was  in  the  following  words : — "  Whereas  it 
Barton  appears  to  me,  Robert  Johnstone  Barton^  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majesty's 
Justices  of  the  Peace  for  the  colony  of  New  South  Wales,  by  the  infor- 
mation on  oath  of  Samuel  PhiUijya^  that  certain  goods  (to  wit)  one  iron 
pot  haye  been  feloniously  taken,  stolen,  and  carried  away,  out  of  the  pre- 
mises of  Samuel  PhiUijya  in  the  said  colony,  and  that  there  is  good  reason 
to  suspect  that  the  said  goods,  or  part  thereof,  are  concealed  in  the  dwelling- 
house  or  on  the  premises  of  John  Smithy  of  €ramboola ;  these  are  therpf  ore, 
in  Her  Majesty's  name  to  authorise  and  require  you,  with  the  necessary 
and  proper  assistance,  to  enter  in  the  day  time  into  the  said  dwelling-hoose 
and  premises  of  the  said  John  Smith,  at  Gamboola,  in  the  said  colony,  and 
there  diligently  search  for  the  said  goods ;  aiid  if  you  find  them  or  any 
part  thereof,  that  you  bring  them  together  with  the  body  of  the  said  John 
Smith  before  me,  or  some  other  of  Her  Majf^ty's  Justices  of  the  Peace, 
to  be  dealt  with  according  to  the  law."  It  further  appeared,  in  course 
of  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  that  the  said  Satnttel  PhUlips  mentioned  in  the 
warrant  made  some  statement  before  the  defendant ;  which  tiie  Clerk  to 
the  Bench  took  down  in  writing,  and  to  which  Philli]^  was  sworn ;  and 
upon  that  (said  the  witness)  the  warrant  was  granted.  The  warrant  was 
afterwards  executed ;  and,  in  obedience  thereto,  (the  iron  pot  mentioned 
having  been  found  on  his  premit&s)  the  plaintiff  was  taken  into  custody. 

On  this  evidence,  the  Attorney-General  for  the  def aidant  moved  that 
the  plaintiff  should  be  nonsuited.  The  Judge  reports,  that  he  expressed 
his  opinion  in  favour  of  that  motion.  His  Honor  referred  to  the  fact, 
that  a  complaint  on  oath  had  been  made  before  the  defendant,  who  was 
a  magistrate ;  and  that  the  warrant  issued  upon  that  complaint,  whidi 
warrant  was  good  on  the  face  of  it^  and  recited  facts  sufficient  to  justify 
the  arrest.  His  Honor  observed,  that  the  defendant  was  not  connected 
with  the  arrest  except  by  that  warrant,  and  that,  by  its  being  put  in 
evidence,  the  recitals  were  made  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  against  him- 
self. And  he  added,  that  the  fact  so  established,  aided  by  the  general 
presumption  {(ymnia  rite  esse,  &c.)  in  favour  of  persons  acting  in  a  public 
capacity,  appeared  to  him  to  prove  a  justification,  quite  as  clearly  as 
they  showed  a  prima  facie  trespass.  Mr.  Lowe,  however,  for  the 
plaintiff,  refused  to  be  non&uited ;  and  the  Attorney^ eneretl  then 
addressed  the  Jury  for  the  defence,  calling  no  witnesses.  The  Judge 
told  the  Jury  that  consistently  with  what  he  had  just  held,  he  could 
leave  no  fact  to  them,  and  he  therefore  directed  them  to  find  for  the 
defendant.  His  Honor  said  that,  as  the  plaintiff  refused  to  be  non- 
suited, it  rested  with  them  to  give  a  verdict,  and  that  they  hod  the 
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they  did  so,  they  would  be  exceeding  their  province.     He  then  made       Smith 
gome  remarks  on  the  evidence,  in  the  oonrae  of  which  he  observed,  that     ^  ^' 


the  information  was  equally  available  to  the  plaintifi^  as  to  the  defendant. 

For  that  direction  of  His  Honor,  and  those  remarks  accompanying  it, 
(the  Jury  having  returned  their  verdict  for  the  defendant;)  Mr.  Lowe 
moved  during  the  last  term,  for  a  new  trial.  He  contended,  that  the 
recital  in  the  warrant  was  no  evidence,  that  an  information  had  been 
laid,  as  there  alleged ;  and  that^  if  it  were  evidence  at  all,  the  Judge 
should  have  left  it  to  the  Jury,  to  consider  its  value  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, particularly  with  regard  to  the  fact,  that  the  defendant  had 
not  produced  the  information  in  his  defence.  At  any  rate,  there  was 
(he  maintained)  no  presumption  in  favom:  of  such  recital.  He  drew  a 
distinction  between  statements,  made  in  the  course  of  some  conversation 
or  writing,  which  is  given  in  evidence  against  a  party  €u  an  admiasion^ 
and  similar  statements  contained  in  a  document  which  is  unavoidably 
put  in  merely  cm  a  medium  of  proof,  e,g,y  to  connect  a  defendant  witii 
the  act  complained  of.  Mr.  Lowe  cited  passages  from  8Uvr,  on  Ev.  (vol, 
1,  p.  416,  and  3  p.  957  ;)  Davies  v.  Morgan  (2) ;  Grey  v.  Smith  (3); 
Rogers  v,  Jones  (4);  Phillips  on  Evidence^  (ed.  8)  471;  Groenvelt  v. 
BurioeU  (5)  ;  Case  of  Marsludsea  (6) ;  ParUm  v.  Williams  (7) ;  Price  v. 
Messenger  (8) ;  Stevens  v,  Clarke  (9)  ;  and  Rex,  v.  the  Inhabitants  of  All 
Saints  (10). 

The  Attorney-General  and  Mr.  Broadhurst  for  the  plaintiff,  contended 
on  the  contrary  that  as  the  warrant  was  good  on  the  face  of  it,  the 
recital  was  conclusive  evidence  for  the  defendant  But  they  observed, 
there  was  further  proof  in  the  fact,  that  an  information  really  was  taken, 
and  that,  according  to  the  witness,  on  that  information  the  warrant 
issued.  They  referred  to  the  Search  Warrant  Act  of  22  Geo.  Ill,  c. 
55  ;  Cave  v.  Mountain  (11) ;  CarraU  v.  Morley  (12) ;  ike  QiLsen  v.  Silk- 
sione  (13)  ;  Taylor  v.  Clemson  (14)  ]  Brittain  v.  Kinnaird  (15) ;  Mills  v. 
CoUeU  (16) ;  and  Williams  v,  the  E.  I.  Company  (17). 

We  have  considered  the  several  authorities  cited,  and  many  others, 
among  which  are  the  following :  ^Com.  Dig,  Trespass,  C.  2  ;  Strickland 
V,  Ward  (18);  Welch  v.  Nash  (19) ;  Gray  v.  Cookson  (20) ;  Caudle  v. 

(2)  1  C.  ft  J.  587.  (3)  1  Camp.  387.  (4)  3|a  ft  C.  409.  (5)  Comyns'  Rep.  79. 
(6)  10  Rep.  7a  (7)  3  B.  ft  Aid.  330.  (8)  2  B  ft  P.  159.  (9)  1  Car.  and 
Marsh  509.  (10)  7  B.  ft  C.  785,  790.  (11)  1  M.  ft  6r.  257.  (12)  1  Q.  B.  28. 
(13)  2  Q.  B.  520.  (14)  IbUL  lOia  (15)  1  B.  ft  B.  432.  (16)  6  Bing.  89.  (17)  3 
£aat  192.       (18)  7  T.  R.  633,  in  notit.        (19)  8  East  S94.        (20)  16  East  13. 
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1848.        Seymour  (21)  ;  the  Queen  v,  Bolton  (22)  ;  Mould  v  Williama  (23) ;  Haks 

Smith       ^'  O.  150;  Lowther  v.  Earl  of  Radnor  (24);  Goes  v.  QuiiUon  (25); 

^^'  Haynes  v,  Hayton  (26);  and  Bessey  v.  Windham  (27).     We  are  not 

unanimous  in  our  opinions,  and  it  is  necessary  for  us,  therefore  to  delirer 

judgment  separately. 

The  question  at  the  trial  was  not,  whether  the  magistrate  was  right 
in  the  conclusion  which  he  drew,  as  to  the  fact  that  a  larceny  had  been 
committed,  or  that  there  was  ground,  on  the  information  alleged  to  have 
been  before  him,  to  suspect  that  the  stolen  goods  were  on  the  plaintiffs 
premises.  It  may  have  been  intended  to  raise  those  questions,  or  one  of 
them,  in  case  the  information  had  been  produced.  But  the  plaintiff 
contented  himself  with  showing  a  j/rima  facte  case,  which  he  did,  by 
connecting  the  defendant  with  the  warrant,  under  which  the  arrest  was 
in  fact  made.  The  -only  question  was,  whether  his  counsel  did  or  not, 
by  putting  in  that  warrant,  establish  also  a  justification.  But  in  that 
question  two  points  are  involved,  first,  whether  he  thereby  mado  the 
recitals  in  the  warrant  evidence  for  the  defendant ;  and,  secondlj, 
whether  they  were,  under  the  circumstance:},  conclusive  evidence,  so  as 
to  leave  no  question  for  the  Jury  to  try.  On  the  first  of  those  questions, 
I  conceive  that  the  Judge  was  clearly  right ;  but,  on  the  second,  I  am  of 
opinion  with  the  plaintiff. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  that  those  were  the  only  two  questions  at  the 
trial.  I  quite  agree  with  Mr.  Lowe^  that  no  presumption  arose  in  the 
defendant's  favour,  from  the  mere  fact  of  his  having  acted  as  a  magistrate, 
for  the  cases  clearly  show,  that  no  presumption  arises  to  confer  juritdk- 
tion.  Justices  of  the  Peace,  no  doubt,  have  jurisdiction  in  cases  of 
larceny.  So,  where  a  larceny  has  been  committed,  or  there  is  an  oath 
made  that  one  has  been  committed,  they  have  jurisdiction  to  issue  a  search 
warrant.  This  authority,  it  was  supposed  at  the  bar,  rests  on  the  22 
G.  Ill,  c.  58.  That  statute,  however  (though  the  fact  does  not  seem  to 
be  generally  known),  was  repealed  by  the  7  &  8  G.  IV,  c  27,  and  the 
power  of  issuing  a  search  warrant,  in  cases  of  larceny,  depends  at  this 
day,  therefore,  either  on  the  Common  Law,  or  the  7  &  8  G.  IV,  c  29, 
s.  63.  That  section  seems  rather  to  have  been  framed,  to  meet  cases  not 
of  larceny,  strictly  speaking,  but  offences  in  the  nature  of  or  akm  to 
larceny,  created  or  made  punishable  by  that  statute.  Looking  at  what 
Sir  Mattliew  Ilale  says,  however,  in  the  place  cited  above,  I  take  it  that 
the  jurisdiction,  in  a  case  (as  here)  of  larceny,  exists  at  Common  Ia^  I 

(21)  1  Q.  B.  889.        (22)  Ibid.  66.        (23)  6  Q.  B.  469.        (24)  8  Eaat  119, 122. 
(25)  3  M.  &  Gr.  825.        (26)  6  L.  J.,  K.  B.  231.        (27)  6  Q.  B.  172. 
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and  that  learned  author  not  only  upholds  it,  as  essential  to  the  investi-  1S43. 
gation  of  the  crime,  but  lays  it  down  as  law  that,  where  stolen  goods  are  Smith 
found  under  the  warrant,  the  party  in  whose  possession  they  are,  should  -n  ^' 
be  taken  with  them.  He  adds,  that  the  issuing  of  such  a  warrant  is  a 
judicial  act,  and  the  reason  assigned  is,  that  it  is  a  matter  of  discretion 
when  it  shall  be  granted,  as  well  as  whether  ground  has  been  laid  for  it. 
The  conclusion  appears  to  me  to  follow,  that  the  warrant  in  this  case  was 
a  valid  one  in  point  of  law.  It  recites,  that  an  information  on  oath  had 
been  made  before  the  defendant,  by  which  it  appeared  to  him  that  a 
larceny  had  been  committed,  and  that  there  was  good  reason  to  suspect 
that  the  property  was  on  the  plaintiffs  premises.  Still,  the  existence  of 
jurisdiction — that  is  (to  borrow  the  language  of  Coleridge,  J.,  in  Candle 
V.  Seym(mr  (28),  not  jurisdiction  in  the  abstract,  but  in  the  particular 
case,  remains  to  be  established.  Now  that  depends  on  a  question  of  fact, 
namely,  whether  such  matter  existed,  as  was  sufficient  to  authorise  the 
inquiry  entered  on.  What,  then,  was  that  matter  ?  It  was,  I  appre- 
hend, that  an  information  on  oath  had  been  made,  whereby  a  larceny 
appeared  to  the  defendant  to  have  been  committed.  That  those  facts 
existed,  had  to  be  shown,  for  unless  they  did  exist,  the  defendant  had 
no  authority  to  determine  whether  a  search  warrant  should  issue  or  not. 
The  question  is,  were  they  shown  ?  If  they  were,  the  correctness  of  the 
defendant's  adjudication  (namely,  that  there  was  good  reason  to  suspect, 
that  tbe  goods  were  concealed  on  the  plaintiff's  premises),  could  not  be 
disputed.  The  law  as  to  this  is  too  clear  for  dispute.  Where  any  Tri- 
bunal, whether  that  of  a  Justice  of  the  Peace,  or  any  other,  has  jurisdic- 
tion over  a  particular  matter,  the  accuracy  of  its  decision  can  be  ques- 
tioned only  by  appeal,  or  some  proceeding  known  to  the  law,  in  the 
nature  of  an  appeal.  [See  the  cases  of  Brittain  v,  Kinnaird  (29),  Mould 
V,  WUltams  (30),  and  Tlie  Queen  v.  Bolton  (31),  alrectdy  mentioned.] 
But  to  suppose  that  a  magistrate  can  be  made  liable  to  an  action,  for 
any  such  wrong  conclusion  would  be  monstrous.  If  such  a  liability 
existed,  no  one  would  be  safe  in  undertaking  the  duties  of  a  magistrate. 
A  false  statement,  or  act  done  without  evidence,  would  stand  on  a  very 
different  footing ;  though  I  do  not  say,  that  Trespass  will  always  lie 
even  in  cases  of  that  kind.  That  any  such  statement  or  act  was  imputed, 
however,  or  meant  to  be  imputed,  in  this  case,  does  not  appear.  But, 
be  that  as  it  may,  the  question  at  the  trial,  as  I  have  shown,  was  as  to 
the  existence  of  jurisdiction  ;  and  nothing  mora 

To  acquire  that  jurisdiction,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  taking  of  an 
information,  merely,  unless  that  information  showed  the  commission  of 

<28)  1  Q.B.  889:       (29)  1  B.  &  B.  432.      (30)  5  Q.  B.  469.     (31)  1  Q.  B.  66. 
2  F 
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1848.  a  larceny  (or,  at  all  events,  of  an  offence  of  that  nature,  punishable  by 

SuiTH  ^^^  larceny  statute),  would  clearly  be  insufficient.     I  will  assume,  for 

^'  instance,  that  an  information  on  oath  was  in  fact  taken,  but  that  it  dis- 
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closed  a  case  of  trespass  only.  It  could  hardly  be  contended,  that  calling 
that  a  larceny  will  alter  the  nature  of  the  case,  so  as  to  confer  a  juris- 
diction, which  would  not  have  existed  otherwise.  I^  indeed,  the  informa- 
tion distinctly  charged  or  showed  a  case  of  larceny,  or  circumatanoes 
from  which  the  fact  of  a  larceny  could  be  inferred,  the  jurisdiction 
doubtless  did  attach^  and  then,  as  in  erery  similar  case  where  juris- 
diction once  has^  arisen,  the  magistrate  could  not  afterwards  be  made 
responsible,  because  either  the  information  might  prove  to  have  been 
false,  or  mistaken.  In  like  manner,  as  already  observed,  if  he  have  cmce 
acquired  jurisdiction,  in  any  matter,  his  judicial  conclusions  as  to  that 
matter,  however  erroneous,  if  honestly  arrived  at,  subject  him  to  no  penal 
consequences, — ^nay,  and  are,  until  reversed,  binding  on  all  the  world. 
Here,  however,  the  question  being  the  existence  of  jurisdiction^  to  which 
an  information  showing  larceny  is  essential,  we  have  to  consider  what 
evidence,  if  any,  there  was  of  such  an  information. 

I  am  of  opinion,  then,  in  the  first  place,  that  there  clearly  was  some 
evidence  of  such  an  information.  The  case  mainly  relied  on  by  Mr. 
Lowe  before  us,  to  show  that  the  recitals  in  the  warrant  furnished  no 
evidence  for  the  defendant,  was  Stevens  v.  Clarke  (32),  a  case,  certainly, 
almost  identical  with  the  present.  The  warrant  there  was  put  in  bj  the 
plaintiff,  it  contained  a  recital  of  an  information  on  oath,  there  was  oral 
testimony,  that  some  information  on  oath  really  had  been  taken ;  and  it 
wajB  then  insisted,  for  the  defendant,  that  the  recital  in  the  warrant  must 
be  prima  facie  to  be  taken  to  be  true.  Mr.  Justice  CresweU^  however, 
"  after  inquiring  whether  there  was  any  authority  for  holding,  that  a 
warrant  was  evidence  of  the  truth  of  its  recitals,  said  that  in  the  absence 
of  any  such  case  he  was  of  opinion,  that  it  was  no  proof  of  an  informa- 
tion on  oath."  The  case  of  Glave  v,  Wentworth  (33)  might  have  been 
added.  There,  to  fix  the  defendant^  a  sheriff,  his  warrant  was  put  in, 
which  recited  a  writ  oi  fieri  fadaSj  but  Baron  Farke  held,  that  it  lay  on 
the  defendant  to  produce  that  writ,  thus  holding  that  the  recital  was  no 
evidence  for  the  Sheriff.  Both  those  Nisi  Prius  decisions,  however,  are 
inconsistent  with  the  cases  of  Haynes  v,  Hayton  (34),  and  Goss  v.  Qidnton 
(35),  which  I  have  mentioned  as  among  those  consulted  by  us,  and  must 
in  fact  be  considered  overruled  by  those  cases,  and  by  the  recent  one  of 

(32)  1  Car.  &  Marsh  509.       (33)  6  Q.B.  173,  in  notis,       (34)  6  L.J.,  K.B.  231. 

(35)  3  M.  &;  Gr.  825. 
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Bessey  v.  Windkam  (36).     The  first  of  these  three  cases  was  an  action        1848. 
against  the  Sheriff  for  money  had  and  received,  and  the  plaintiff,  to  fix       Smtth 
him  with  receipt  of  the  money,  gare  in  evidence  a  letter  from  the  under-     ^  ^' 
sheriff.     In  that  letter  the  receipt  of  the  money  was  admitted,  but  the 
writer  went  on  to  mention,  that  it  had  been  levied  by  a  writ  issued 
against  the  plaintiff,  by  authority  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  as 
-for  a  forfeited  recognizance.     Mr.  Justice  Parke  held,  at  the  trial,  that 
the  letfcer  was  evidence  equally  of  the  authority,  under  which  the  money 
was  levied,  as  of  the  receipt  of  the  money, — and,  there  being  nothing 
to  show  the  illegality  of  the  levy,  the  plaintiff  was  nonsviited.     On  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  that  ruling  was  sustained  by  the  King's  Bench ; 
Lord  Tmterden  observing  after  reading  the  letter,  "  You  are  to  make 
this  evidence  against  the  Sheriff,  and  yet  not  give  him  credit  for  an 
assertion  there  made,  which  is  in  his  favour.     This  seems  to  me  to 
be  the  hardest  measure  possible."     In  Goes  v.  Quinton  (35),  the  plain- 
tiffs gave  in  evidence  an  examination  of  the  defendant  before   the 
Commissioners  in  Bankruptcy,  to  prove  that  he  had  taken  the  pro- 
perty, in  respect  of  which  the  action  was  brought.     In  the  course  of 
that  examination  (or,  rather,  on  his  cross-examination,  in  answer  to  a 
question  from  his  own  attorney),  he  stated  the  substance  of  a  written 
agreement  which  furnished  matter  of  defence  to  the  action.     The  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  held  that,  by  putting  in  the  examination,  the  plaintiff 
had  made  the  whole  of  it  evidence,  and  that  the  defendant's  statement 
was  therefore  some  proof  of  the  agreement  relied  on,  although  he  neither 
produced  it  nor  accounted  for  its  non-production.    In  Besaey  v,  Windham 
(36),  which  was  an  action  against  a  sheriff,  the  plaintiff  put  in  the 
defendant's  warrant,  reciting  that  it  issued  on  &  fieri  facias.     The  Court 
held  that  the  warrant  thereby  was  made  evidence  of  the  writ,  Lord 
Denman  saying,  in  delivering  judgment,  "  The  proof  of  seizure  involved 
some  evidence  of  its  having  been  made  by  authority  of  law,  and  such 
evidence  as  leaves  no  possibility,  of  doubt  as  to  its  truth."      There  are 
other  cases  to  the  same  effect.     In  Randle  v.  Blackburn  (37),  it  was  held 
that  where  a  person  admitted  a  claim,  but  at  the  same  time  set  up  a  counter 
claim,  the  statement  of  the  latter  was  made  evidence,  as  well  of  the 
truth  as  the  existence  of  such  counter  claim.      In  the  present  case  the 
plaintiff  puts  in  the  defendant's  warrant,  which  recites  an  information 
on  oath,  as  the  foundation  of  it.     And,  consistently  with  the  authorities 
mentioned,  I  conceive  it  to  be  impossible  to  hold  otherwise  than  that 
the  existence  of  such  an  information  should  therefore  be  taken  to  be  true. 
Whether  it  should,  however,  be  regarded  as  equally  strong  evidence 

(36)  6  Q.B.  172.      (37)  5  Taunt.  245. 
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1848.        that  the  information  disclosed  a  larceny  (without  which,  as  I  think  I 
Smith       have  shown,  the  defendant  had  no  jurisdiction  and  could  not  legal! j 
Babton      ^ntei*  ^to  a  question  of  issuing  a  warrant),  is  not  so  clear  to  me.     That 
c,^    ^     ^  T    ftii  information  on  oath  existed  was  matter  simply  of  fact.     That  it 
showed  a  case  of  larceny  was  and  is  a  matter  of  inference  or  conclusicm 
only,  in  the  mind  of  the  magistrate.      The  allegation  is  not  that  a 
larceny  was  sworn  to  have  been  committed,  but  that  from  the  informa- 
tion it  appeared  to  the  defendant  that  one  was  committed.     I  am  of 
opinion,  however,  that  the  recital  furnished,  at  all  events,  same  evidence 
of  the  establishment  of  a  case  of  larceny  by  the  information,  on  which 
the  jury  might  have  relied,  if  they  had  thought  fit.    And  perhaps,  in  the 
absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  they  ought  to  have  relied  on  it 

On  the  other  hand,  I  conceive  that  both  questions  (certainly  the 
latter)  were  for  the  jury.  In  Haynes  v,  Hayton  (38),  no  doubt^  Mr. 
Justice  Park  directed  a  nonsuit.  It  appears  to  me,  however,  that  such 
a  direction  can  only  be  regarded  in  a  case  of  that  kind,  as  equivalent 
to  the  expression  of  an  opinion,  that  the  jury  would  or  ought  to  find  for 
the  defendant ;  and  so,  that  the  Judge  put  the  plaintiff  to  his  election, 
whether  he  would  risk  that  verdict.  It  does  not  strike  me,  as  being 
(in  any  other  point  of  view)  an  appropriate  case  for  a  nonsuit.  The 
ordinary  cases  are,  where  the  plaintiff  has  failed,  on  some  point  material 
to  his  case,  to  give  any  evidence  whatever,  or  where,  assuming  the 
whole  of  his  case  to  be  proved,  but  where  the  facts  do  not  appear  on  the 
record,  he  is  in  the  opinion  of  the  Judge,  not  entitled  to  recover. 
Another  case  Ls,  certainly,  where  some  matter  has  clearly  been  estab- 
lished, for  the  defendant,  in  the  course  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  which 
forms  a  conclusive  answer  to  the  action.  In  all  those  instances,  the 
jury  (except  by  taking  on  themselves  to  declare  the  law)  have  plainly 
nothing  to  determine.  But  I  know  no  rule  of  law,  by  which  a  jury  is 
conclusively  bound  to  believe  a  man's  own  assertion.  The  cases  cited 
show,  that  they  may  believe  it  if  they  choose,  where  the  plaintifi's  own 
act,  as  here,  has  made  it  evidence.  Possibly,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  they 
ought  to  believe  it.  But  still,  as  it  appears  to  me,  the  question  is  for 
them,  not  the  Judge. 

Had  the  jury  returned  their  verdict  in  this  case,  after  a  direction  to 
consider  the  evidence,  I  should  not  have  felt  disposed  to  disturb  it,  I 
by  no  means  say  that  a  verdict  for  the  defendant^  fairly  given  upon  the 
evidence,  would  have  been  wrong.  I  certainly  should  not  have  thought 
it  wrong,  had  the  Judge  advised  the  jury,  in  exercise  of  their  province, 

(38)  6  L.  J.,  K.  B.  231. 
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to  give  such  a  verdici     On  the  same  ground  I  should  have  thought  His        1848. 

Honor  right,  had  he  expressed  his  opinion  what  the  verdict  would  be,  or       Smtth 

what  it  ought  to  be,  when  he  was  asked  for  the  nonsuit.    But  the  direc-      _  ^• 

Sarton*. 
tion  of  a  nonsuit  on  the  explicit  ground  that  the  justification  was  proved, 

(whether  with  or  without  reference  to  the  supposed  presumption^  which 
clearly  did  not  exist,  in  favour  of  the  recited  facts)  cannot  in  my  humble 
judgment  be  supported.  And,  in  like  manner,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
direction  to  the  jury,  after  the  case  had  gone  to  them,  by  the  plaintiff's 
refusal  to  be  nonsuited,  and  after  they  had  been  addressed  by  the  de- 
fendant's counsel,  was  mistaken.  The  case  of  Ilaynea  v,  Hayton  (38), 
it  may  be  observed,  as  to  the  question  of  nonsuit,  is  distinguishable 
from  this,  because  there,  as  in  Oo88  v.  Quinton  (39),  the  medium  of  proof 
was,  not  (as  here)  an  act  done,  but  an  admission  made.  Kow,  as  to 
this^  the  rule  has  always  been,  that  the  whole  of  an  admission  must  be 
taken  together,  although,  even  then,  it  is  held  that  the  same  credit  need 
not  necessarily  be  given  to  every  part.  {See  the  cases  cited  in  Phillips, 
and  in  Starkie  on  Evidence,  titles,  Admissions  and  Confessions.)  But 
the  signing  of  the  warrant,  here,  was  no  admission.  It  was  an  act, 
complete  in  itself.  The  declaration  with  which  it  was  accompanied,  no 
doubt  became  evidence  with  it.  But  it  was  still  nothing  more  than 
evidence,  and  therefore  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  Jury.  And, 
as  it  was  not  so  submitted,  I  arrive  (though  reluctantly)  at  the  conclu- 
sion, that  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial  A  great  principle  being 
involved,  I  think  it  can  be  no  answer  to  say,  that,  practically,  no  injury 
may  have  been  done.  There  was  here  a  question  of  fact  for  decision* 
Not  only,  however,  was  that  fact  not  left  to  the  Jury,  but  they  were 
told  (apparently  as  a  matter  of  law)  that  a  justification  was  established, 
and  were  directed  to  find  for  the  defendant,  with  an  intimation  that,  if 
they  did  otherwise,  they  would  exceed  their  province. 

Dickinson,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  no  New  Trial 
of  this  case. 

According  to  the  Judge's  report,  he  in  his  direction  to  the  Jury  made 
remarks  upon  the  evi(^ence,  in  which  he  distinctly  alluded  to  the  fact 
that  the  defendant  had  not  produced  the  information  to  the  Jury.  His 
Honor,  in  fact,  laid  the  case  before  the  Jury,  with  his  opinion,  in  strong 
terms,  that  they  were  bound  to  deliver  their  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
Unless  it  can  be  clearly  shown  that  His  Honor's  opinion  was  wrong,  I 
think  we  shall  not  be  warranted  in  disturbing  the  verdict.  Davidson  v. 
Stanley  (40). 

(39)  3  M.  &  Gr.  825.      (40)  2  M.  &  Gr.  721. 
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184&  I  think  that  a  Judge's  direction  of  a  nonsuit  is  in  oU  cases,  merely  the 

intimation  of  his  opinion  that  the  Jury  ought  upon  the  evidence  to  find 
their  verdict  for  the  defendant.  Such  direction  ordinarily  arises,  upon 
the  plaintiff  failing  to  prove  some  assertion  of  his  own,  which  the  defen- 
dant has  traversed.  Lumby  v  AUday  (41).  In  such  a  case  the  Judge 
virtually  says,  "  If  the  case  rests  upon  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  and  the 
defendant  adduce  no  testimony  in  answer  to  it,  and  the  jury  believe  aU 
the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  they  ought  nevertheless  in  my  opinion  to  deliver 
their  verdict  for  the  defendant."  The  present  differs  from  the  ordinary 
case  in  this,  that  the  plaintiff  has  given  evidence  in  support  of  his  own 
case,  and  not  only  of  that^  but  also  of  that  of  the  defendant. 

According  to  Haynes  v,  Ifaytan  (42)  the  Judge  was  upon  that  evidence^ 
as  I  conceive,  authorised  to  direct  a  nonsuit,  and  thereby  to  express  his 
opinion,  that  the  verdict  ought  upon  the  plaintiff's  own  showing,  to  be 
delivered  for  the  defendant. 

Consistently  with  that  opinion,  the  Judge  could  not,  according  to  my 
apprehension,  have  directed  the  Jury  otherwise  than  he  instructed  them ; 
inasmuch  as  the  direction  for  the  nonsuit  could  only  have  arisen  on  the 
intendment,  that  the  Jury  had  considered  and  agreed  among  themselves 
and  were  about  to  deliver  their  verdict ;  Murphy  v,  DoTilan  (43),  Dtvov 
V.  Furday  (44),  unless  the  circumstance  of  the  defendant's  counsel 
addressing  the  Jury,  and  not  giving  the  information  in  evidence,  can 
be  considered  as  affecting  the  position  of  the  parties. 

As  to  the  latter  fact,  it  may  be  remarked — 1st,  that  there  was  no 
request  to  the  Judge  to  make  any  mention  of  that  omission,  2nd,  that 
the  Judge  specifically  alluded  to  the  circumstance,  and  the  Jury  as  I  am 
informed  deliberated  about  their  verdict,  so  that  they  must  have  had 
the  omission  under  their  consideration.  But  whether  their  attention 
was  directed  to  it,  or  whether  they  were  induced  particularly  to  ccmi- 
sider  it,  are  questions,  I  think,  of  no  moment ;  because  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  jury  would  not  have  been  justified,  by  reason  of  such  omission, 
to  have  drawn  any  inference  unfavourable  to  the  defendants  For  the 
non-production  by  him  of  the  information  could,  at  the  utmost^  only 
excite  a  suspicion,  that  it  would  falsify  the  recital  in  the  warrant.  But 
the  Jury  would  have  been,  I  think,  no  more  entitled  to  entertain  that, 
than  the  suspicion  that  the  Plaintiff  had  neglected  to  produce  it,  under 
the  apprehension  that  it  would  substantiate  the  defence.  They  might 
aa  well  have  suspected,  that  the  defendant's  reason  for  keeping  it  back 

(41)  1  C.  &  J.  301.       (42)  6  L.  J.,  K.  B.  231.       (43)  5  B.  &  C.  179. 

(44)  3  A  &  E.  166. 
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was,  that  as  the  Judge  had  (on  direction  of  the  nonsuit)  as  I  think,         1848. 

correctly  intimated,  that  the  plaintiiF  had  done  for  him  all  he  required       Smith 

for  his  defence,  he  was  not  called  on  to  afford  the  plaintiff  the  advan-     -g   ^^ 

tage  of  his  learned  counsel's  reply,  by  adducing  additional  evidence.  _. .  , . 

JJtckituon  J. 

It  is,  therefore,  not  clear  to  me,  that  any  suspicion  unfavourable  to 

the  defendant  could,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  have  been 

established '(to  the  exclusion  of  other  suspicions)  in  the  minds  of  the 

Jury.     But  if  so,  such  suspicion  (according  to  the  unanimous  opinion 

of  all  the  Judges  of  England,  as  expressed  by  Lord  Tenterden  in  ike 

Queen's  casCy  2,  Brod.  and  Bingh.  308)  is  not  a  legitimate  ground  for 

the  verdict  of  a  Jury,  and,  therefore,  if  the  suspicion  existed,  the  Jury 

ought  not  to  have  been  influenced  by  it. 

As,  therefore,  after  much  deliberation  with  my  learned  colleagues, 
and  several  fluctuations  of  opinion  on  my  own  part^  I  am  unable  to 
satisfy  myself  that  there  was  anything  in  the  non-production  by  the 
defendant  (after  his  counseFs  speech)  of  the  information,  which  made 
it  incorrect  in  the  Judge  to  direct  the  Jury  to  give  the  same  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  which  (as  I  understand  the  case  of  Haynes  t9.  Hayton)  he 
had  previously  with  strict  propriety  intimated  they  ought  to  deliver,  I 
think  (upon  the  authority  of  Stanley  v.  Davidson)  (40)  that  we  ought 
not  to  send  this  case  to  a  new  trial. 

I  am  inclined  to  concur  with  His  Honor  the  Chief  Justice  on  all  the 
other  points  to  which  he  has  adverted  in  the  judgment  just  delivered 
by  him,  but  desire  not  to  be  bound  with  respect  to  them,  as  they  do  not 
appear  to  me  necessary  to  be  now  decided. 

Makniko,  J.  In  my  opinion  there  ought  to  be  no  new  trial.  The 
questions  are,  substantially,  whether  the  evidence  given  by  the  plaintiff's 
witnesses  disclosed  such  a  case  as  ought  to  have  been  left  freely  to  the 
Jury,  and  whether,  assuming  such  to  have  been  the  more  strictly  regular 
course,  the  verdict  actually  returned  oughib  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  to  be  disturbed.  Upon  the  first  pointy  I  incline  to  retain  the 
view  which,  not  without  some  hesitation,  was  expressed  at  the  trial ; 
upon  the  second,  my  opinion  is  clearly  against  the  motion. 

The  case  involves  several  principles  of  so  much  importance,  that  I 
think  it  right  to  state  the  grounds  of  my  opinion  at  some  length. 

If  the  decision  in  favour  of  a  nonsuit  was  right,  it  appears  to  me  to 
follow  that  the  direction  to  the  Jury  (if  the  case  properly  went  to  them 
at  all)  was  correct  also.   The  ground  upon  which  a  plaintiff  is  nonsuited 
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at  the  trial,  or  by  the  full  Court  upon  a  point  reserved,  is,  that  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Judge  or  Court,  the  case  presented  by  the  plaintiff  in  his 
evidence  is  such  that  the  Judge  ought  to  direct,  and  the  Jury  thereupon 
to  find,  a  verdict  for  the  defendant ;  and  it  may  either  arise  from 
a  failure  in  proof  of  some  fact  necessary  to  be  affirmatively  established 
by  the  plaintiff  or  from  his  own  evidence  having  negatived,  prima  Jacie 
or  conclusively,  his  right  of  action  either  generally  or  under  the  parti- 
cular form  of  pleading  adopted.  In  Dewar  r.  Purday  (45),  it  was  said 
by  Camphellj  A,  (?.,  arguendo,  "  A  nonsuit  may  take  place  upon  the  proof 
given  by  the  plaintiff.  It  is  then  supposed  that  the  Judge,  upon  the 
evidence  as  it  stands,  would  direct  a  verdict /or  the  defendant,  and  that 
they  would  find  according  to  that  direction,  were  it  not  that  the  plain- 
tiff upon  being  called  upon  to  hear  the  verdict  absents  himself.  Both 
the  nonsuit  and  direction  would  alike  rest  upon  the  ground  that  the 
case  disclosed  is  not  such  as  can  support  any  part  of  the  claim  whi<^ 
the  plaintiff  has  set  up,  and  that  consequently  he  ought  to  fail  in  his 
action.  Therefore,  where  the  state  of  facts  remains  the  same,  the 
direction  of  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  upon  the  plaintiff's  refusal  to 
be  nonsuited,  is  but  another,  and  the  only  mode  of  giving  to  the 
defendant  the  same  right.  It  will  be  found  in  the  reported  cases, 
generally,  that  the  Judge  nonsuits  authoritatively,  which  coidd  hardly 
be  reconciled  with  the  plaintiff's  common  law  right  to  have  the  case 
submitted  to  a  Jury,  except  upon  the  ground  that  if  he  refuse  to  waive 
that  right,  the  Judge  may  and  would  put  him  in  a  worse  position 
by  directing  a  verdict  to  be  returned  against  him,  and  that  the  duty  of 
the  Jury  would  be  to  act  upon  that  direction.  Thus  in  Diccu  v.  Lord 
Brouffham  (46),  it  is  reported  that  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.B.,  said,  "  The 
plaintiff  must  be  called,''  and  that  "on  Piatt's  (plaintiff's  counsel) 
refusing  to  be  nonsuited,  his  lordship  told  the  Juiy  that  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  a  verdict,  which  was  taken  and  a  bill  of  exceptions 
tendered."  The  present  case  was  one  in  which  it  appeared  to  me  in  a 
peculiar  manner  proper  to  direct  the  verdict.  The  motion  for  a  nonsuit 
had  been  fully  argued  on  both  sides,  and  the  decision  against  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  deliberately  and  finally  pronounced  (after  a  recess  of  which 
I  announced  that  I  would  avail  myself  for  considering  whether  the  case 
should  or  should  not  go  to  the  Jury),  before  any  intimation  whatever 
was  given  by  the  plaintififs  counsel  that  he  would  not  submit  to  a  non- 
suit. To  have  left  the  whole  case  freely  to  the  Jury  under  such  circum- 
stances, would  have  been  a  plain  inconsistency, — it  would  have  been  to 
sanction  an  appeal  to  the  Jury  against  the  decision  which  was  properly 


(45)  3  A.  &  E.  166. 


(46)  1  M.  &  Rob.  313. 
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to  think  that  the  case  ought  not  to  have  gone  to  the  Jury  at  all,  and  Smtth 
that  if  the  defendant's  counsel  had  pressed  me  to  do  so,  the  right  course  Barton 
would  have  been  to  record  a  nonsuit,  and  discharge  the  Jury.  The 
power  to  nonsuit  certainly  arises  out  of  the  assent  of  both  parties  to  the 
waiver  of  their  common  law  right ;  but  this  assent  may  be  either 
expressed  or  implied,  and  in  practice  it  almost  always  arises  from  impli- 
cation. That  of  the  defendant  is  plainly  involved  in  the  motion  (which 
he  alone  can  make)  ;  whilst  that  of  the  plaintiff  is  ordinarily  inferred 
from  his  not  expressly  refusing  to  submit  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
when  the  nonsuit  is  proposed.  Thus  where  at  nisi  prius,  the  defendant 
asks  for  a  nonsuit  and  the  Judge  refuses  to  stop  the  case,  but  reserves 
the  point,  the  Full  Court  may,  upon  motion,  enter  a  nonsuit, — because  it 
is  assumed  that  the  plaintiff  silently  acquiesced  in  referring  the  case  to 
its  opinion,  and  to  waive  the  benefit  of  any  verdict  he  may  obtain,  if 
the  Court  should  think  him  not  entitled  to  hold  it.  For  this,  the  case 
of  Dewar  v.  Purday  (47),  is  a  clear  authority;  and  upon  the  same  prin- 
ciple it  seems  to  me  that  the  fact  of  plaintiff's  arguing  the  motion  at  the 
trial  and  ostensibly  submitting  the  matter  to  the  decision  of  the  Judge 
until  after  that  decision  has  been  pronounced  against  him,  raises  an 
implication  of  the  requisite  consent.  In  the  one  case  the  plaintiff 
consents  to  abide  by  the  opinion  of  the  full  Court,  on  condition  that 
the  case  shall  be  immediately  submitted  to  the  Jury,  so  that  if  he 
obtain  a  verdict  he  may  proceed  to  judgment  and  execution  upon 
obtaining  a  favourable  decision  on  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit.  In  the 
other,  he  consents  to  the  nonsuit  at  once,  rather  than  run  the  risk  of  a 
verdict  which  would  finally  bar  his  claim,  subject  to  a  motion  to  set 
aside  the  nonsuit,  which  if  successful  would  give  him  an  opportunity  of 
presenting  an  amended  case  to  a  new  Jury.  The  observations  of  the 
Court  in  Dewar  v,  Purday ^  and  especially  of  Lord  Denman  (as  reported 
in  4  N.  and  M.,  636),  would  seem  to  apply  with  equal  force  to  this  case, 
and  it  is  not  easy  to  discover  what  better  reason  there  can  be  for 
permitting  the  plaintiff  to  withdraw  his  implied  assent  after  the  decision 
at  nisi  prius,  than  after  a  reservation  to  and  judgment  by  the  Full 
Court.  It  has  become  not  unfrequent  in  this  Court,  and  the  case  of 
Diects  V.  Lord  Brougham  is  certainly  an  instance  in  which  it  was  done, 
but  there  (as  in  this  case)  the  course  was  not  objected  to  by  the 
defendant's  counsel,  who  may  have  preferred  the  strong  direction  to  the 
Jury,  of  which  they  were  certain,  to  a  nonsuit  which  would  leave  their 
client  exposed  to  a  new  action.     In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  having 

(47)  3  A.  &  E.  166. 
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r. 
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been  directed  under  his  implied  assent,  it  seems  not  too  much  to  expect 
that  in  his  olgections  to  the  Judge's  charge,  he  should  be  confined  to 
sach  ground  as  would  be  open  to  him  if  he  were  now  here  to  impeadi 
the  nonsuit^  and  if  that  be  so,  the  direction  may  be  sustained,  even 
though  there  should  be  exceptions  to  the  rule  that  a  ground  of  nonsuit 
is  also  a  ground  for  absolutely  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

IL  Then  was  this  a  case  for  a  nonsuit  7    Tlie  plaintiff  charges  the 
defendant,  according  to  the  usual  form  of  pleading  in  such  cases,  with 
having  imprisoned  him  "  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause  " ; 
and  it  is  clear  that  whether  the  allegation  of  want  of  cause  is  or  is  not 
necessary  in  pleading,  the  action  can,  in  point  of  fact,  only  be  sustained 
on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  has  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be  arrested 
wrongfully,  for  it  is  a  remedy  given  for  an  injury  done  by  actual  mis- 
feasance.    It  is  also  clear  that  an  arrest  is  not  of  itself  necessarily  a 
wrongful  act)  because  it  may  be  lawful  and  even  meritorious,  according 
to  the  attendant  circumstances ;  but  any  infringement  of  the  liberty  of 
another  is  ordinarily  taken,  in  evidence,  to  be  2>'^^^^^  facte  a  trespass ; 
and  thence  it  follows  that  the  grounds  which  justify  an  arrest  in  any 
particular  case  must  be  shown  in  rebuttal  of  the  presumption.     Conse- 
quently, if  a  plaintiff  can  prove  that  the  defendant  imprisoned  him 
without  at  the  same  time  rebutting  the  presumption  of  wrongfulness  by 
equivalent  proof,  he  may,  in  launching  his  case,  content  himself  with 
such  proof,  and  so  cast  upon  the  defendant  the  burthen  of  proving  his 
justification ;   but  if  he  cannot  do  so,  then  it  becomes  necessary  to 
disclose  at  once  (as  he  usually  does,  and  perhaps  always  ought,)  the  real 
gravamen  of  his  charge.     In  this  case  the  plaintiff  did  not  connect  Mr. 
Barton  with  the  arrest,  except  by  putting  in  the  warrant,  and  thus 
showing  that  he  acted  ostensibly  in  his  magisterial  capacity,  and  making 
the  recital  of  sufficient  justificatory  facts  evidence  against  himself;  he 
did  not  show  the  fact  of  arrest,  except  by  witnesses  who  proved  that 
the  defendant  was  a  magistrate, — that  a  written  complaint  on  oath  had 
in  fact  been  made, — that  the  warrant  issued  upoti  that  complaint  (which 
fact  was  distinctly  elicited  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  excluding 
other  evidence  of  sufficient  cause), — and  that  the  goods  alleged  to  have 
been  stolen  were  found,  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  warrant  before 
the  arrest.     Such  then  was  the  case  upon  which  the  question  arose ; 
and  it  appears  to  me  impossible  to  say  that  it  makes  out  a  case  of  nUs- 
feasance.     On  the  contrary  the  whole  complexion  of  the  case  is  that  of 
duty  performed  ;  although  it  is  nevertheless  possible  that  by  production 
of  the  information  the  defendant  might  have  been  shown  to  be  a  wrong- 
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should  not  have  been  drawn  by  the  Jury  instead  of  the  Judge.     The  •  suuh 

decision  of  Haynes  v,  HayUm  (48),  recently  recognised  by  that  of  Beaaey  ^• 


V.  Wyndham  (49),  is  a  strong  authority  to  show  that  the  recitab  in  the 

warrant  would  of  themselves  have  been  sufficient  to  authorise  the  non- 
suit. The  case  is  certainly  open  to  the  distinction  pointed  out  by  his 
Honor  the  Chief  Justice^  namely,  that  there  the  whole  evidence  rested 
upon  admisaion,  whereas  here  the  recitals  are  allegations  incorporated 
with  an  act  done,  %,e.,  the  order  to  arrest,  but  the  admission  there  was 
as  distinct  to  prove  the  receipt  of  money  as  the  order  here  was  to  con- 
nect the  defendant  with  the  arrest,  and  it  would  be  as  much  open  to  the 
Jury  to  discredit  the  accompanying  allegations  in  the  latter  case  as  in 
the  former.  And  it  will  be  seen  that  in  Bessey  v.  Wyndkam^  the 
warrant  was  an  (tct  done.  On  the  other  hand,  there  are  differences 
between  Haynea  v,  Hayton  and  this  case,  which  make  the  present 
an  h  fortiori  casa  There  the  letter  of  the  under-sheriff  was  not  a 
judicial  or  even,  strictly  speaking,  an  official  act,  nor  were  the  facts 
which  made  for  the  defendant  stated  by  him  in  performance  of  any 
positive  legal  duty;  whereas,  here  the  warrant  was  a  judicial  act 
(2  'Hales,  P.  C.  150),  and  the  recitals  are  inserted  in  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  law.  As  a  judicial  act  (though  not  of  that 
higher  judicial  character  which  would  make  its  recitals  conclusive  in  all 
respects,  and  protect  the  officer  issuing  it  from  all  liability  to  a  private 
action),  there  may  well  be  attributed  to  it,  a  greater  credit  than  to  the 
Under-Sherifi'^s  letter,  and  as  a  compliance  (ostensibly  at  least)  with  the 
requirements  of  law  the  recitals  would  ordinarily  be  assumed  to  be 
correct.  Goes  v.  Quinton  (50).  Moreover  in  this  case  there  are  the 
additional  facts,  independently  of  the  recitals,  which  have  been  already 
noticed.  A  great  many  cases  have  been  examined  by  us,  but  with  the 
exception  of  Stevens  v.  Clarke,  which  has  received  a  sufficient  answer 
from  the  Chief  Juetice,  none  appears  to  me  to  impair  the  authority  of 
Haynes  v.  Hayton.  In  Beesey  v,  Wyndham,  which  was  an  action 
against  the  Sheriff  for  the  sale  of  goods  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  under 
a  fraudulent  assignment  from  one  Brinded,  the  only  evidence  to  fix  the 
defendant  was  the  warrant  reciting  a  JL  fa.  at  the  suit  of  a  judgment 
creditor  of  Brinded.  The  material  question  left  to  the  jury  having 
been  as  to  the  bona  fides  of  the  assignment,  and  a  verdict  being  found 
for  the  defendant,  a  new  trial  was  moved  for  on  the  ground  that  the 
assignment  was  good  against  a  stratiger,  and  that  the  Sheriff  was  such, 
there  having  been  no  sufficient  proof  of  the  writ.     It  was  answered 

(48)  6  L.J.,  K.B.  231.        (49)  6  Q.B.  172.        (60)  3  M.  &  Gr.  83a 
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Smith  '  have  been  left  to  the  jury  upon  such  evidence,  to  say  whether  there  had 
^'^  ,  been  a  writ  or  not.  Lord  Denmany  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  said,  ^'  The  only  mode  of  fixing  the  SheriflT  was 
the  production  of  his  warrant,  which  recited  a  writ.  Here,  therefore, 
the  proof  of  seizure  involved  some  evidence  of  its  having  been  made  bj 
the  authoritv  of  the  law,  and  such  evidence  as  leaves  no  possibUity  of 
doubi  as  to  Us  truth.  It  was  urged  that  the  evidence  ought  to  have 
been  submitted  to  the  jury,  who  ought  to  have  exercised  their  judgment 
on  its  sufficiency ;  but  we  do  not  think  the  principle  applicable  here, 
where  the  specific  evidence  was  neither  objected  to  ncr  open  to  any 
objection^  but  overlooked  by  both  parties,  and  when  observed  is^  in  truthy 
amclfuive  on  the  point.*'  The  new  trial  was  therefore  refused.  Many 
of  the  other  cases  go  far  to  show  that  the  warrant  is  conclusive  in  law 
of  fficts  recited,  so  as  to  shut  out  all  proof  of  contradiction,  and  not 
merely  conclusive  tit  /aety  whilst  the  recitals  stand  uncontradicted 
(which  is  probably  the  view  taken  in  Haynes  v.  HayUniy  and  Bessey 
r.  Wyndhatn)  :  but  I  am  satisfied  that  it  is  not  so,  and  that,  therefore, 
it  was  open  to  the  plaintLflT  to  negative  such  of  the  statements  as  were 
necessary  to  give  jurisdiction.  That  the  recitals  were  some  evidence 
we  all  agree,  and  that  a  jury  would  not  be  bound  to  adopt  them  as  true 
if  they  had  any  ground  for  the  rejection,  may  be  admitted ;  but  I  am 
at  loss  to  discover  upon  what  principle  the  Court  or  jury  could  discredit 
the  allegations  gratuiUmslyy  when  once  made  evidence.  If  there  were 
any  intrinsic  improbability  in  them,  any  reason  for  supposing  the 
recitals  fabricated  with  a  view  to  give  apparent  legality  to  the  warrant, 
or  if  there  had  been  contrary  proo^  so  as  to  impose  upon  the  jury  the 
duty  of  balancing  the  evidence,  then  the  rejection  might  be  legitimate ; 
but  the  lightest  weight  must  conclusively  decide  the  balance,  if  there  be 
nothing  in  the  opposite  scale.  Here  no  such  ground  exists,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  the  other  evidence  corroborates  the  recitals,  and  goes  to  the 
very  verge  of  proving  the  same  facts  aXiunde.  The  only  circumstance 
upon  which  an  argument  for  discrediting  the  evidence  could  be  based 
was  the  non-production  of  the  information  by  the  defendant,  a  fact 
which  I  think  fully  counterpoised  by  the  non-production  on  the  other 
side.  To  allow  such  a  circumstance  to  afiect  the  consideration  of  the 
question  at  all,  would  be  to  put  a  groundless  surmise  in  the  place  of 
evidence,  and  to  open  the  door  to  the  operation,  upon  the  minds  of  the 
jury,  of  prejudice  or  of  other  grounds  of  determination  not  suggested  by 
the  proof  in  Court.  Upon  the  whole  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that, 
upon  the  evidence  as  it  stood,  no  jury  ought  to  have  found  a  veixlict 
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for  the  plaintiff;  and  thence  it  seems  not  an  unreasonable  deduction         1848. 
that  the  case  was  a  proper  one  to  be  withdrawn  from  their  consideration       SMrrH 
altogether  (as  in  Hayyies  y,  HayUm\  so  that  the  plaintiff  should  be     -d    ^'    . 
deprived  of  the  chance  of  obtaining  a  verdict  to  which  he  had  no  right. 
But  upon  this  latter  point  my  opinion  is  not  so  clear  as  to  remove  all 
doubt  whether  the  more  strictly  constitutional,  and  the  safer,  course 
would  not  be  to  submit  the  case  to  the  Jury  with  strong  observations 
for  the  defendant,  and  to  bring  their  verdict  under  review  if  they 
should  decide  against  the  evidence.. 

III.  Assuming  that  the  direction  was  erroneous,  I  do  not  think  it 
necessarily  follows  that  a  new  trial  should  be  granted.  Beaasy  v  Wynd* 
Juim  is  an  authority  on  this  point.  If  we  can  clearly  see  that  the 
proper  conclusion  of  fact  has  been  arrived  at,  it  would  neither  be  just 
nor  reasonable  to  visit  upon  the  defendant  the  error  of  the  Judge,  nor 
right  towards  the  Jury  to  upset  a  verdict  which  may  have  been  as  inde- 
pendent as  it  was  correct.  In  this  case  the  facts  were  put  before  the 
Jury  in  explanation  of  the  direction,  and  that  direction  was  accompanied 
by  a  statement  that  they  had  the  power,  though  not  the  right,  except 
such  right  as  the  power  gave  them,  to  find  contrary  to  the  direction. 
The  error  of  the  charge,  if  any,  was  only  in  attempting  to  control  the 
exercise  of  that  power  by  a  tone  of  authority  instead  of  guiding  it  by 
advice ;  and,  as  the  jury  retired  for  a  short  time  before  delivering  their 
verdict,  it  may  even  be  that  they  actually  exercised  an  independent 
judgment. 

IV*.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  was  the  only  proper  con- 
clusion of  fact  which  the  evidence  warranted,  and  ought  not  to  be  dis- 
turbed. The  effect  of  that  evidence,  taking  the  whole  together,  was  to 
prevent  any  prima  facie  case  of  trespass  arising.  Every  fact  that  bore 
upon  the  question  was  proved,  except  the  corUenia  of  the  information ; 
and  the  defendant  is  made  to  appear  in  the  character  of  a  magistrate 
discharging  a  public  duty  in  a  regular  manner,  and  not  one  inflicting  a 
wrong  upon  the  plaintiff  by  an  abuse  of  his  power.  The  production  of 
the  information  might  certainly  have  established  the  plaintiff's  cause  of 
action  on  the  one  hand,  or  put  the  defendant's  jurisdiction  beyond  dis- 
pute on  the  other ;  but  the  latter  stands  on  the  defensive,  whilst  the 
former  is  bound  to  make  good  his  attack ;  and  as  it  is  idle  to  say  (in  the 
absence  of  any  explanatory  evidence  that  the  information  was  not  as 
accessible  to  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  defendant)  any  inference  of  a  fact  to 
be  drawn  from  its  non-production  might  not  unreasonably  be  unfavour- 
able to  the  latter  rather  than  to  the  former.    For  my  own  part,  however, 
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1848.        I  see  no  reasan  to  draw  any  inference  of  the  sort  either  way ;  and, 


r. 
Bakiox. 

Mammimg  J. 


therefore,  I  lo<^  to  the  eridence  only  as  it  stands^  and  npon  tibat  eri- 
denoe  I  cannot  think  that  an  nnprejndioed  jury  would  have  found  lor 
the  plaintiff  if  the  case  had  been  freely  sabmitted  to  them,  or  that  such 
a  Todict  wonld  have  been  upheld  by  the  Court  if  questioned  upon  a 
motion  for  a  new  triaL 

I  b^  to  be  understood  as  not  giving  any  opinion  upon  the  question 
whether  the  information  should  disclose  a  clear  case  of  larceny  (or  other 
crime),  or  whether  it  is  enough  that  the  allegations  make  out  a  reason- 
able case  for  enquiiy  as  to  the  fact  of  larceny  (or  other  crime)  as  well  as 
of  the  guilt  of  the  party  accused.  In  my  view,  the  point  does  not  arise ; 
for  unquestionably  the  recitals  are  sufficient  if  taken  to  be  true. 

New  trial  refused. 
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Evidence — Trespass  to  ^^  station" — Act%  of  former  occupier.  ^ 

Stephen  C.J. 
In  an  action  of  trespass  to*a  sheep  station,  in  which  the  defendant  has  pleaded  ^ckinwn  J. 
"  not  possessed/'  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  prove  possession  of  the  part  of  the    Mannina  J 
station  trespassed  on,  by  showing  that  the  former  occupier,  from  whom  he  pur- 
chased, occupied  the  ground  in  question. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  was  an  action  of  trespass,  to  land  in  the 
difitrict  of  New  England  (beyond  the  boundaries  prescribed  for  the  dis- 
posal of  land  by  the  Crown),  tried  before  his  Honor  Mr.  Justice 
Dickinson.  The  defendant  had  pleaded  the  usual  plea  of  Not  Possessed ; 
and  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  show  his  possession,  constructively,  of  the 
tract  or  place  trespassed  on,  proved  first  his  actual  possession  of  a 
squatting  station  or  sheep  run  called  GlencoUen,  and  then  offered  evi- 
dence to  show  that  the  former  occupier  (from  whom  he  purchased  the 
station,  and  on  whose  departure  he  entered  into  possession  of  it),  occu- 
pied in  fact  the  ground  in  question,  as  a  part  of  that  run  or  station. 
The  evidence  was  objected  to ;  but  his  Honor,  on  the  authority  of  a 
ruling  of  mine,  in  the  case  of  Ilickey  v.  Russell^  at  the  late  Maitland 
Circuit  Court,  received  it.  And  now,  a  verdict  having  been  found  for 
the  plaintiff,  the  Court  was  moved  in  the  last  term,  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant,  for  a  new  trial. 

Mr.  BroadhurBt  and  Mr.  Fisher  submitted,  that,  as  the  plaintiffs 
case  rested  exclusively  on  his  own  occupation,  he  could  never  advance 
it  by  showing  what  -was  the  occupation  of  another ;  and  that,  conse- 
quently, the  evidence  was  inadmissible.  They  maintained,  that  actual 
possession  was  necessary,  inasmuch  as  the  property  of  all  the  lands  was 
in  the  Crown,  which  must  therefore  be  taken  to  be  in  possession,  in 
every  case  where  actual  occupation  was  not  shown  to  be,  exclusively,  in 
a  subject.  On  the  contrary,  the  Solicitor  General  and  Mr.  Da/rvall  con- 
tended that,  whether  more  or  less  material,  as  in  fact  aiding  the  proof 
of  possession  in  the  plaintiff,  the  evidence  was  at  all  events  admissible. 
They  did  not  pretend  that  the  purchase  of  a  former  occupier's  right  to 
a  station,  merely,  without  actual  possession  taken  of  that  station,  would 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  14,  July  7,  1848. 
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1848.  enable  the  purchaser  to  maintain  trespass.  But,  they  said  tliat  here  the 
Lestkr  plaintiff  Aac?  taken  possession — that  is,  of  the  run  or  station  generally ; — 
tliat  actual  possession  of  every  part  in  such  a  case  was  unnecessary  j — 
that  he  occupied  constructively  the  whole,  by  occupation  of  the  greater 
part ; — and  that  it  thus  became  a  mere  question,  what  tons  the  whole  1 
In  other  words,  what  was  the  actual  extent  of  the  station  which  he  so 
occupied ;  to  show  which,  the  possession  of  and  acts  of  ownership  by 
former  occupiers  of  the  same  station,  fumislied,  at  all  events,  sarae 
evidence. 

The  following  cases  were  cited  Stanley  v.  White{2) ;  Harper  v,  Charles- 
worth  (3) ;  Browne  v,  Dawson  (4)  ;  the  King  v.  the  Corporation  of  Lon- 
don (5)  (cited  for  a  dictum  of  Lord  Kenyon)  ;  and  Jones  v.  Williams  (6). 

We  have  examined  those  cases  and  some  others,  and  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  evidence  objected  to  was  rightly  received.  It  is  clear  that^  in 
order  to  show  possession  of  part  of  a  property  (of  part  of  a  field,  for 
instance),  the  fact  of  actual  occupation  of  every  part  of  that  property  is 
not  necessary.  Whether  the  property  be  a  single  and  small  field,  or  a 
very  large  and  extensive  one,  and  whether  it  consists  of  one  field  or 
many  fields,  the  principle  must,  we  apprehend,  be  the  same.  If,  then, 
we  consider  the  case  of  a  large  common,  or  other  wide  tract  of  country, 
the  whole  or  the  greater  part  w^aste  and  unenclosed  (as  in  this  colony, 
beyond  the  boundaries,  will  be  met  with  everywhere  for  many  hundred 
miles  in  extent),  the  principle  still  seems  to  us  to  be  applicable.  But^ 
in  such  a  state  of  things,  how  is  possession  of  any  given  spot  to  be  shown, 
where  the  present  claimant  has  not  been  bodily  on,  by  himself  or  his 
cattle  ?  It  can  only  be  by  showing  that  it  has  ordinary  (that  is,  under 
former  occupiers),  been  dealt  with  as  part  of  a  given  propei-ty  :  of  which, 
or  of  the  residue  of  which,  he  has  possession.  Now,  the  fact  that  a 
former  occupier  of  Glencollen  also  occupied  that  spot,  cannot  of  itself 
show  that  it  formed  part  of  Glencollen.  But,  the  unity  of  possession  in 
such  a  case  tends  to  show  it ;  and,  if  so,  the  evidence  was  admissible. 

We  must  apply  evidence  to  circumstances,  as  we  find  them.  Here  is 
a  vast  extent  of  territory,  ungranted,  undefined  by  artificial  means, 
unmeasured,  with  only  here  and  there  a  natural  boundary,  not  always 
marking  that  of  the  properties  which  lie  nearest  to  it.  And  if  there 
were  such  boundaries,  or  a  tiame  have  been  assigned  by  the  neighbours 
to  any  occupied  station,  the  difficulty  of  establishing  possession,  in  the 
case  supposed,  would  not  be  less.      Yet  the  whole  of  this  territory,  thus 

(2)  14  East  332.        (3)  4  B.  &  C.  585.        (4)  12  A.  &  E.  624.        (5)  4  T.  R.  28. 

(6)  2M.  &\V.326. 
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separate  runs  or  tracts  permissively  from  the  Crown ;  and  who  (subjecfcj  Lester 
of  course,  to  the  power  of  the  Crown,  at  any  time,  where  no  lease  or  QrRAs.n 
grant  has  been  issued,  to  interpose,)  transfer  their  possession  to  others 
at  their  pleasure.  Is  the  new  comer,  then,  at  the  mercy  of  all 
persons  who  may  chose  to  contest  the  right  with  him,  unless  he  can 
immediately  reduce  his  wide  domain  into  manual  occupation,  or  may 
he  not  enter  into  a  part  in  the  name  of  the  whole,  showing  the 
extent,  by  the  occupation  of  those  who  preceded  him  ?  We  think  that 
he  has  these  rights ;  and  that  such  evidence  is,  under  the  circumstances, 
the  only  kind  which  the  case,  in  its  nature,  admits  of.  No  title  but 
that  of  possession,  (which  is  a  title,  against  one  who  has  no  better,)  here 
exists  between  the  parties.  But  the  question  is  one  which  can  be 
solved  by  no  other  test. 

In  cases  of  disputed  oumership,  however,  evidence  not  more  directly 
beaiing  on  the  issue,  than  was  admitted  here,  has  been  held  to  be  pro- 
perly receivable  ;  as  in  Stardey  v.  White  (2)  and  Jones  v,  Williams  (7), 
cited  at  the  bar,  so,  in  Doe  v.  Kemp  (8),  on  which  the  last-mentioned 
case  mainly  proceeded.  In  all  those  cases,  it  may  be  observed,  the  differ- 
ence between  the  admissibility  of  evidence  and  its  effect  or  value  when 
admitted,  is  distinctly  recognised.  All  which  is  necessary  to  make  a 
fact  admissible  is  that  it  shall  reasonably  lead  or  tend  to  some  infer- 
ence bearing  on  the  issue.  On  that  principle  alone,  we  should  think  the 
evidence  in  this  case  rightly  received,  even  if  we  attached  much  less 
weight  to  it  than  we  conceive  it  entitled  to.  "Acts  of  ownership," 
says  Lord  Denman,  in  Doe  v,  Kemp,  in  the  Exch.  Chamber,)  "  in  one 
part  of  the  same  field  are  evidence  of  title  to  the  whole  ;  and  the  same  may 
be  said  of  similar  acts,  on  part  of  one  large  waste  or  common."  And* 
to  show  of  what  the  waste  consisted,  or  how  far  it  extended,  in  that 
case,  the  Court  held  that  the  local  situation,  and  unity  of  character,  of 
divers  pieces  of  waste  land  in  the  neighbourhood,  on  portions  of  which 
there  had  been  acts  of  ownership  exercised,  might  be  looked  at.  Equally 
indirect  evidence  was  received  in  other  cases ;  not  only  evidence  apply- 
ing to  the  spot  in  dispute,  but  evidence  of  what  was  done  in  other 
places,  similarly  situated.  Ix)rd  C.  J.  Tindal  says,  in  Doe  v,  Kemp,  "  In 
questions  of  right  of  common,  evidence  of  feeding  on  any  part  of  the 
common  may  be  shown.  But,  enclosure  is  a  much  stronger  act  of 
ownership  than  feeding.  Why,  then,  should  not  evidence  be  admitted 
of  acts  of  enclosure  in  other  open  places  of  the  same  manor  "  7     And  in 

(7)  2  M.  &  W.  326.  (8)  7  Ring.  332,  and  2  Ring.  N.  C.  104. 
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Lestkk  of  things,  to  confine  the  evidence  to  the  very  precise  spot  on  which  the 
Gi^4SD  alleged  trespass  may  have  been  committed.  Evidence  may  be  given  of 
acts  done  on  other  parts,  provided  there  is  sach  a  common  character  of 
locality  between  those  parts  and  the  spot  in  question  as  would  raise  a 
reasonable  inference  in  the  minds  of  the  jury  that  the  place  in  dispute 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  if  the  other  parts  did." 

In  like  manner,  we  conceive  that  here  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff  having 
entered  into  possession,  not  of  one  or  more  closes,  but  of  a  certain  large 
continuous  tract,  as  part  of  a  station  called  Glencollen,  under  a  purchase 
from  a  former  occupier,  and  the  fact  of  that  occupier  having  been  in 
possession  of  the  place  trespassed  on,  as  a  part  of  the  same  station, 
might  raise  a  reasonable  inference  that,  as  the  plaintiff  was  in  posession 
of  Glencollen,  he  w€w  constructively  jn  possession  of  that  place  also,  as 
forming  a  part  of  Glencollen. 

In  delivering  this  as  the  judgment  of  the  Ck>urt,  I  am  to  add  for  Mr. 
Justice  Dickinaon  that,  although  offering  no  exception  'to  any  par- 
ticular expression  in  it.  His  Honor  does  not  see  how  the  land  was 
occupied  "  as  part  of  Glencollen^^^  the  evidence  only  showings  as  he  con- 
ceives, that  the  locus  was  occupied,  and  that  there  was  a  tract  or 
station  called  Glencollen  similarly  occupied.  But  His  Honor  thinks 
that  possession  of  the  locus  by  the  plsdntiff's  predecessor,  (although, 
under  ordinary  circumstances,  indicating  an  ownership  in  fee)  tended 
more,  considering  the  relative  situation  of  the  places,  to  show  that  it 
was  part  of  the  Glencollen  station,  which  he  also  occupied ;  and  so,  as 
the  plaintiff  succeeded  to  the  possession  of  Glencollen,  that  the  fact  was 
admissible,  to  the  same  point,  in  this  action.  Mr.  Justice  Manning 
entirely  concurs  in  the  judgment,  but  His  Honor  is  not  to  be  understood 
as  having  expressed  any  opinion  respecting  the  effect  of  a  Crown  license 
on  a  party's  possession,  a  question  which  he  conceives  may  admit  dt 
much  discussion. 

Neto  trial  refiised. 
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REGINA  V,  ABBOTT.  (1) 

Criminal  information — Abduction — 9  Oeo  IV,  c.  31,  «.  20 — **  Takinf^  or  jgjg 

^*  decoying.** 


July  12. 


A  case  being  such  as,  under  the  circnmstaoces,  to  call  for  the  issue  of  a  criminal 

information,  the  particular  object  or  motive  of  the  prosecutor  is  immaterial.  *;^?^, . '*  ^'V 

Dicmvfon  J, 

Inducing  or  persuading  a  girl  to  leave  her  parents,  or  remain  absent  from  them,  and 

without  any  actual  taking  by  the  accused,  personally  or  by  an  agent,  constitutes    Manning  J. 
the  offence  of  abduction,  within  sec.  20,  of  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  31. 

Begina  v.  Meadows  (2),  not  followed. 

In  this  matter  a  charge  of  abduction  had  been  made  before  Justices 
against  the  defendant,  at  the  instance  of  one  Sarah  Edgar,  the  mother 
of  Mary  Ann  Challenger,  the  girl  abducted,  who  was  then  under  the 
age  of  16  years,  pui*saant  to  the  statute  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  31,  s.  20.  It 
appeared  that  the  mother  of  the  girl  had  intermarried  with  Joseph  Edgar, 
her  present  husband,  after  the  death  of  her  late  husband,  who  died 
intestate,  leaving  the  girl  in  question  his  heiress.  The  mother,  after  her 
second  marriage,  retained  possession  of  the  property  of  her  late  husband, 
and  lived  at  Lane  Cove,  where  also  resided  Mary  Ann  Challenger,  under 
the  charge  of  her  mother.  Being  sent  on  an  errand  bj  her  mother  on 
the  8th  of  April,  she  was  married  to  the  defendant  on  the  evening  of 
the  same  day  and  remained  at  his  house.  Her  parents  on  receiving 
information  demanded  possession  of  her,  but  were  refused. 

The  chaiKe  having  been  dismissed,  a  rule  nisi  for  a  criminal  informa- 
tion was  obtained. 

Lotoe,  for  the  prosecutor,  Mrs.  Edgar,  now  moved  to  make  the  rule 
absolute. 

The  Solicitor-General  showed  cause. 

Lowe,  in  reply. 

Cur.  adv.  vidt. 

The  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  We  have  considered  this  case,  and  we  are  of 
opinion,  that  the  leave  which  is  asked  for,  to  file  a  criminal  information 
againat  the  defendant,  must  be  given. 

In  the  case  of  the  Qiieen  v.  Maginnes  (3),  on  a  similar  motion^ 
decided  in  this  Court  in  the  month  of  October,  1846,  the  principles  on 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  July  11,  12,  and  13,  1848. 
(2)  I  C.  &  K.,  400.        (3)  ante.  p.  351. 


Abbott. 
[\tfimen  C.J. 
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1848.  which  leave  should  be  granted  to  file  a  criminal  information,  under  the 
Regina  statute,  vere  fully  stated,  and  on  the  principles  there  laid  down,  the 
questions  for  our  decisions  are  two  onlj : — first,  whether  the  particular 
case  is  one,  under  all  the  circumstances,  to  call  for  the  exercise  of  this 
peculiar  jurisdiction  j  and  secondly,  whether  such  evidence  has  been 
adduced,  as  on  the  whole  (having  regard  to  that  given  on  either  side) 
establishes  a  case  for  holding  the  accused  to  bail.  On  the  first  question 
we  have  no  difficulty,  because  the  prosecutor  here  has  done  his  utmost, 
apparently,  to  prosecute  in  the  ordinary  mode,  without  success ;  and  we 
think  his  particular  object,  or  motive  (real  or  supposed),  in  such  a  case, 
immaterial  to  the  inquiry.  On  the  second,  we  are  of  opinion  that  a 
case  for  holding  to  bail  has  been  established. 

The  case  of  the  Qtieen  v.  Meadows  (4)  has  no  doubt  afforded  counten- 
ance to  the  opinion,  that  there  must  be  an  actual  taking  of  the  girl  by 
the  accused,  personally,  or  by  an  agent,  and  that  merely  inducing  or 
persuading  her  to  leave  her  parents,  or  remain  absent  from  them, 
would  not  be  an  offence  within  the  enactment.  We  are  of  opinion, 
however,  that  either  of  such  last-mentioned  acts  will  constitute  the 
offence  of  abduction.  The  high  authority  of  the  eminent  Judge,  hj 
whom  the  case  just  cited  was  decided,  might  have  prevented  our 
arriving  at  this  conclusion  ;  but  for  the  terms,  scarcely  amounting  to  a 
positive  and  deliberately  formed  opinion,  in  which  the  learned  Judge 
expresses  himself,  and  for  the  case  of  the  Queen  v,  Robins  (5).  The 
succeeding  section  in  Lord  Lansdowne's  Act  (the  offence  of  taking  away 
a  girl  under  sixteen  being  provided  for  by  s.  20)  contains  also  the  words 
take  away  J  but  with  the  words  decoy  or  entice  superadded,  and  from  this 
circumstance,  the  former  words  in  s.  20  were  supposed  not  to  hare 
included  a  decoying  or  enticing  only.  But,  on  a  comparison  of  the  two 
sections,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  21st  is  so  very  differently  worded 
throughout  as  to  render  any  argument  drawn  from  it  to  affect  the  other, 
a  very  inconclusive  and  unsatisfactory  one.  Under  the  former  statute, 
the  fact  that  the  girl  was  induced  to  elope,  by  no  other  means  than  the 
ordinary  blandishments  of  a  lover,  was  holden  to  be  no  defence.  ^^ 
think,  therefore,  that  (as  in  the  direction  of  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson  to 
the  jury,  in  the  case  of  the  two  Cadhy's  in  November  last),  either  per- 
suading or  inducing  a  girl  under  sixteen,  whatever  the  means  used,  to 
quit  her  guardian  or  parent,  or  where  she  has  previously  quitted  himi 
but  is  under  the  obligation  to  return — persuading  or  inducing  her  to 
remain  absent  will  amount  to  an  abduction  within  the  said  20th  section. 
It  is  indeed  clear,  that,  as  the  use  neither  oi  force  nor  fraud  is  requisite 

(4)  1  C.  &  K.,  400.        (5)  I  G.  &  K.,  456. 


SUPREME  COURT  CASES.  469 

to  constitute  the  crime,  and  as  the  consent  (or  even  the  pi'ocurement)  of        1848. 

the  girl  herself  can  form  no  answer  to  it,  she  may  as  eflfectually  be  taken      Rkgina 

away  by  persuasion  as  by  any  other  means.     And  what  difference  is       .    ^'* 

Abbott. 


there,  substantially,  between  the  case  of  a  girl  assisted  from  her  father's 
gate  or  window  (where  the  idea  of  taking  is  at  once  suggested),  and  the 
case  of  his  meeting  her,  by  previous  assignation,  a  few  yards  or  a  few 
miles  from  it,  and  there  taking  or  detaining  her. 

In  the  present  case,  no  doubt,  the  party  charged  has  sworn,  that  he 
neither  took  the  girl,  nor  caused  her  to  be  taken.  But  the  value  of 
this  denial  depends  an  a  question  of  construction.  If  he  neither  per- 
suaded nor  induced  her  to  come,  he  might  easily  have  said  so.  He 
could,  at  least,  have  afforded  some  explanation  of  the  circumstances 
which  lead  to  the  suspicion  that  he  did  so  induce  or  persuade  her.  The 
girl  (who,  it  appears,  is  entitled  to  some  property,  of  about  a  hundred 
and  forty  pounds  a  year)  quits  her  parents'  house  at  Lane  Cove,  some 
miles  distant  from  Sydney,  in  the  evening,  and  soon  afterwards, 
certainly  on  the  same  evening,  she  falls  in  with  the  defendant ;  by  some 
mysterious  agency  a  Baptist  minister  is  in  readiness  (where  we  are  not 
told),  by  whom  he  is  instantly  married  to  her;  and,  within  an  hour  or 
two,  or  a  very  few  hours  next  following,  she  is  at  the  house  of  this  hus- 
band, or  his  father,  in  the  vicinity  of  her  own  parents'  residence,  dis- 
claiming their  authority,  by  virtue  of  the  ceremony.  It  is  sworn, 
moreover,  that  the  defendant  was  then  taxed  with  the  abduction,  and 
that  he  did  not  deny  the  charge.  Now,  it  may  be  that  he  found  her 
nothing  loath ;  that  she  has  (as  he  intimates)  quitted  a  sordid  mother 
and  stepfather,  to  become  a  member  of  a  well-conducted  family,  equal 
to  or  above  her  own.  It  may  be,  that  he  intends  to  settle  his  wife's 
property  on  her ;  and  that  we  should  never  have  heard  of  this  prosecu- 
tion had  he  consented  to  share  that  property  with  the  parents,  who 
desired  to  retain  her  solely  for  its  sake.  JBut,  however  all  this  may  be, 
the  question  which  we  have  to  decide  remains  the  same.  The  law,  for 
most  wise  and  beneficent  purposes,  has  subjected  clandestine  and  un- 
sanctioned proceedings  of  this  kind  to  prosecution  and  punishment ; 
and  the  peace  and  happiness  of  families,  considering  the  ease  with  which 
girls  at  that  age  may  be  made  a  prey  to  villainy,  or  the  designs  of  mere 
adventurers  for  gain,  are  deeply  interested  in  the  provision.  Is  there  a 
prima  fade  case  against  this  defendant,  within  the  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  enactment  against  abduction,  fit  and  proper  to  be  enquired 
into  by  a  jury  ?  We  think,  for  the  reasons  stated,  that  there  is  such  a 
case,  and,  therefore,  wfe  send  it  to  be  so  enquired  into  accordingly. 

Hule  absolute. 


Stejjhen  C.J. 
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RYAN  V.  HOWELL.  (1) 


Jtiff/  14. 

Stephen  C.J.  Distress  for  rent— 2  With  and  Mary,  sess.  /,  c,  SStarplus  ofier  sdU—Sherif'' 

Dickinson  J.  Demand  hffort  right  of  action, 

and 
ifanniiif/  J. 

Section  2, 2  Will,  and  Mary,  aess.  I,  c.  5,  ia  not  in  force  in  the  Colony,  not  beeuM 
its  provisions  are  in  their  nature  inapplicable,  but  because  machinery  for  its  appli- 
cation is  wanting. 

But  the  statute  may  be  applicable  to  the  Colony  so  far  as  to  legalise  the  m^  of 
goods  distrained  for  rent,  in  the  absence  of  a  valuation  by  an  appraiser  sworn  by 
one  of  the  officers  named  in  the  statute,  notwithstanding  that  it  is  inc^entiveai 
regards  the  disposal  of  the  surplus,  which  by  section  2  is  to  be  handed  to  "the 
Sheriff  or  Uuder-Sheriff  of  the  county,  or  constable  of  the  hundred,  parish,  or 
place,  when  such  distress  shall  be  taken." 

The  Sheriff  and  Under-Sheriff  of  the  Colony  do  not,  within  the  meaning  or  for 
the  purposes  of  this  Act,  occupy  the  place  of  such  officers. 

The  distrainor  is  not  bound  to  hand  the  surplus  immediately  to  the  owner  of  the 
goods.  An  actual  demand  is  a  necessary  preliminary  to  a  right  of  action  in  the 
owner,  and  the  distrainor  is  entitled  to  a  reasondble  time  after  demand  for  inresti- 
gating  the  claim  of  ownership. 

Thb  declaration  in  this  case  stated  that  the  defendant  seized  and  dis- 
trained certain  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  name  of  a 
distress  for  rent,  and  that  he  afterwards  caused  them  to  be  appraised 
and  sold  for  the  sum  of  £15,  being  a  sum  much  larger  than  the  rent 
due ;  and  although  the  rent  was  afterwards  satisfied,  yet  the  defendant 
did  not  pay  over  the  surplus,  according  to  the  statute  in  that  case  made 
and  provided,  either  to  the  Sheriff  or  the  TJnder-Sheriff  of  the  Colon?, 
or  to  the  constable  of  the  parish,  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  nor  has  the 
defendant  paid  the  said  surplus  to  the  plaintiff.  To  this  declaration  the 
defendant  demurred,  on  the  ground  that  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
referred  to  were  not  in  force  in  the  Colony;  that  the  appraiaement 
alluded  to  could  not  have  been  made  in  the  Colony,  and  that  the  Sheriff, 
&c,  was  not  bound  to  receive  the  surplus,  &c^  and  could  not  give  a  1^ 
discharge. 

BroadhuTsty  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Darvall,  for  the  plaintiff,  contra. 

Cur.  adv.  ruli 

(1)  The  Sydn4'y  Morning  Herald,  July  17,  Oct.  10,  1848.    Cited  in  Slapp  v.  Wd^* 

potft,  Oct.,  1850. 
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Judgment  was  delivered  by — 

Manning,  J.  This  was  an  action  on  the  case.  The  last  count  of  the 
declaration  charged  the  defendant  with  not  having  left  the  "  overplus  " 
of  a  distress  for  rent,  levied  upon  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  hands 
of  the  Sheriff  or  Under-Sheriff  of  the  Colony,  or  of  the  constable  of  the 
parish  where  the  distress  was  taken,  and  after  alleging  a  breach  of  duty 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  under  the  statute,  in  not  so  leaving  the 
oveiplus,  although  a  reasonable  time  for  that  purpose  had  elapsed,  con- 
cluded thus :  "And  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  hath  not  yet  received,  or  been 
in  any  way  satisfied  for  such  overplus  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  form 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided/' 

The  count  was  demurred  to  on  the  grounds  that  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  referred  to  (2  Will,  and  Mary,  sess.  I,  cap.  5,  sec.  2)  are  not  in 
force  in  the  Colony;  that  no  appraisement  and  sale  under  the  said  statute 
could  be  legally  msbde  in  the  Colony ;  that  leaving  the  overplus  in  the 
hands  of  the  Sheriff  of  the  Colony  would  be  no  discharge  to  the  dis- 
trainor, and  that  the  Sheriff  would  have  no  authority  to  receive  such  sur- 
plus, and  would  not  be  bound  to  receive  it ;  and  that  the  count  does  not 
allege  that  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  surplus  to  the  plaintiff  himself. 

The  demurrer  was  argued  before  us  on  the  14th  July  by  Mr.  Broad- 
hurst  for  the  defendant,  and  Mr.  DarvaJl  for  the  plaintiff.  In  support 
of  the  demurre.r,  it  was  contended  that  the  enactment  referred  to 
required  the  overplus  of  any  distress  for  rent  sold  under  that  Act  to  be 
left  "  with  the  Sheriff  or  TJnder-Sheriff  of  the  county,  or  the  constable 
of  the  hundred,  parish,  or  place,  where  such  distress  shall  be  taken,"  and 
that  as  there  were  no  such  officers  here,  the  particular  provision  in  the 
Act,  with  the  breach  of  which  the  defendant  was  charged,  was  not 
applicable  to  the  colony.  Attorney-General  v,  Stetoart,  (2) ;  Wall<zce  v. 
King,  (3) ;  BlcUcher  v.  Kemp,  (4) ;  Rex  v.  Weir,  (5).  For  the  plaintiff, 
it  was  contended  that  the  provision  was  in  force  by  reason  that  the 
Sheriff  and  Under-Sheriff  of  the  Colony,  are  in  the  place  of  the  like 
officers  in  an  English  county,  and  it  was  urged  that  if  the  Act  was  not 
in  force  as  to  the  disposal  of  the  oveiplus  upon  a  distress  sale,  it  was 
equally  inoperative  to  legalize  the  sale  itself.  It  was  further  contended 
that  if  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  leave  the  surplus  with  the  Sheriff 
or  Under-Sheriff,  he  ougjit  to  have  paid  it  to  the  plaintiff  and  that  his 
neglect  to  make  such  payments  was  sufficiently  alleged  in  the  count. 
Lyon  V,  Tomkies,  (6). 

(2)  2  Merivale  143.  (3)  1  H.  Bla.  15.  (4)  Ibid.,  in  nolie. 

(5)  1  B.  &  C.  288.  (6)  1  M.  &  W.  603. 


1848. 


Ryan 

V. 

Howell. 


V. 

Howell. 
Manning  J, 
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1848.  Our  opinion  is,  that  the  count  cannot  be  sustained  in  respect  of  the 

Ryan  alleged  breach  of  duty,  in  not  leaving  the  overplus  with  the  Sheriff,  kc. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  question  imported  into  the  demurrer 
and  argument,  as  to  the  legality  of  a  sale  of  goods  distrained  for  rent  in 
the  absence  of  a  valuation  by  an  appraiser,  sworn  by  one  of  the  officers 
named  in  the  statute,  but  we  desire  distinctly  to  be  understood  as  not 
inf erentially  intimating  any  opinion  unfavourable  to  the  existence  of  the 
right  of  sale.  There  may  be  grounds  upon  which  the  enactment  may  be 
applicable  to  the  Colony  to  that  extent^  notwithstanding  that  it  is  in- 
operative as  regards  the  disposal  of  the  surplus.  The  object  of  the  legis- 
lature in  requiring  the  overplus  to  be  left  "  with  the  Sheriff,  Under- 
Sheriff,  or  constable  of  the  parish,  hundred,  or  place,"  appears  to  have 
been  that  it  might  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  known  local  officer,  who 
would  at  once  be  a  safe  and  conveniently  accessible  stakeholder  or 
depository  between  the  distrainor  and  the  owner  of  the  goods ;  and  it 
would  seem  that  the  constable  of  the  parish,  as  being  the  more  imme- 
diately local  officer,  is  in  England  the  usual  person  to  swear  the  appraiser 
before  sale,  and  to  receive  the  surplus  afterwards.  Avenellv,  Croker  (7) ; 
Wallace  v.  King  (8).  Where  such  officers  exist  the  provision  is  bene- 
ficial to  both  parties  :  to  the  distrainer,  because  he  might  not  know  to 
whom  the  surplus  should  be  handed,  inasmuch  as  the  owners  of  the  goods 
sold  may  be  others  than  the  tenant  distrained  upon,  and  may  be  nomer- 
ous  :  to  the  owner  or  owners  of  the  goods,  because  it  imposes  upon  the 
distrainer  the  duty  of  immediately  handing  the  overplus  to  a  recognised 
officer,  whose  local  knowledge,  authority,  and  position,  give  the  best 
guarantee  for  the  proper  settlement  of  the  balance,  and  the  due  appro- 
priation of  the  money.  But  if  the  enactment  were  held  to  be  operative 
in  this  Colony,  whilst  (as  was  correctly  admitted  in  the  argument)  there 
are  no  Sheriffs  or  Under-Sheriffs  of  local  divisions  such  as  English  coun- 
ties, nor  any  officer  who  can  individually  and  specifically  be  recognised 
as  "  the  "  constable  of  particular  parishes,  hundreds,  or  places,  it  ^ 
obvious  that  what  was  intended  to  be  beneficial  would  be  converted  mto 
an  intolerable  inconvenience. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  decide  whether,  if  the  constables  only  were  want- 
ing, the  distrainor  would  be  absolved  from  the  obligation  of  complying 
with  the  enactment  by  leaving  the  overplus  with  the  less  available 
officers  pointed  out  by  it;  for  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Sheriff  and 
Under-Sheriff  of  the  Colony  do  not  within  the  meaning  or  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  Act  occupy  the  place  of  such  officers  in  the  comparativelj 

(7)  M.  &  M.  174.  (8)  1  H.  BU.  15. 
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limited  bailiwicks  of  England  and  Wales,  with  reference  to  which  only  1848. 
the  statute  of  Will,  and  Mary  was  actually  passed.  The  Sheriff  of  the  Rtan 
Colony  differs  from  them  in  several  particulars,  of  which  the  most  *^' 

aOWELL* 


important  with  reference  to  the  present  question  is  that  the  jurisdiction 
given  to  him  by  the  Charter  of  Justice  comprehends  the  entire  territory, 
but  that  he  is  not  required  to  execute  process  beyond  limits  to  be  fixed 
by  the  Court.  It  would  be  absurd  and  inconvenient  that  he  should  be 
required  to  swear  all  the  appraisers  on  every  distress,  and  to  receive 
and  see  to  the  due  appropriation  of  the  surplus  upon  every  distress  sale 
throughout  the  length  and  breadth  of  this  territory ;  and  it  would  be 
equally  so  that  every  appraiser  should  have  to  come  to  him  to  be  sworn, 
every  distrainor  be  required  to  transmit  the  overplus  to  him,  and  every 
owner  of  the  goods  sold  have  to  apply  to  him  for  and  establish  to  his 
satisfaction  the  claim  to  a  surplus.  Such  considerations  are  not  without 
weight  with  us  in  ''  adjudging  and  deciding  as  to  the  applicability''  of 
this  law,  as  by  the  24th  section  of  9  Geo.  lY,  cap.  83,  we  are  required 
to  do.  There  is  nothing,  it  is  true,  in  the  provision  in  question  which 
is  in  its  nature  inapplicable  to  the  colony  as  such  or  as  an  infant  state  ; 
for  it  would  be  competent  to  the  Legislative  and  Executive  authorities 
to  divide  the  colony  into  counties  with  separate  sherifis,  and  into 
parishes,  &c.,  with  a  recognised  officer  as  constable  of  each.  But  as 
long  as  those  authorities  think  the  present  arrangements  preferable  and 
retain  them  we  cannot  judicially  apply  an  enactment  for  which  the 
machinery  is  wanting,  nor  hold  a  party  liable  to  an  action  for  not  per- 
forming an  act  which  in  the  absence  of  the  officers  designated  by  the 
statute  it  is  not  in  his  power  to  perform. 

The  remaining  questions  are,  whether  on  the  assumption  that  the 
enactment  which  we  have  been  discussing  does  not  apply,  the  defendant 
too  was  bound  to  hand  the  surplus  immediately  to  the  plaintid  himself, 
and  whether  in  that  case  the  count  does  not  disclose  a  sufficient  cause 
of  action  by  non-payment  to  the  plaintiff.  Upon  these  points  we  are 
also  against  the  plaintiff.  The  count  was  palpably  not  framed  with 
reference  to  any  such  cause  of  action,  and  the  non-payment  is  not  di- 
rectly alleged,  but  only,  if  at  all,  by  inference  from  the  allegation  that 
the  plaintiff  "  has  not  yet  received  or  been  in  any  way  satisfied  for  the 
surplus."  Taking  it,  however,  that  the  count  could  be  sustained  in 
respect  of  non-payment  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  such  non-payment  is 
sufficiently  shown,  yet  we  think  it  defective  for  not  stating  a  demand 
of  the  money.  The  defendant  having  regularly  sold  under  a  distress, 
and  having  in  his  hand  an  overplus  upon  such  sale  (which  facts  are  not 
here  questioned),  the  overplus  was  not  "  money  had  and  received  to  the 


Manning  J. 
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Rtan  P&7  over  to  the  owner  of  the  goods  without  demand.  A  reasonable 
HowBLL.  ^^^  would  be  required  for  ascertaining  the  balance  ;  but  the  statement 
,,  -    that  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed  for  leavine  the  overplus  with  the 

Manning  J,  ^  r  o  r 

sheriff,  kc,  must  be  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  Then  after  the  balance 
is  found;  the  true  owner  is  to  be  ascertained  by  the  distrainor,  instead 
of  by  the  slieriff,  &c. ;  and  we  conceive  it  to  be  clear  that  as  the  goods 
distrained  upon  do  not  necessarily  belong  to  the  tenant  for  whose  rent 
they  were  seized,  it  cannot  be  the  duty  of  the  distrainor  to  find  out  to 
whom  the  surplus  and  every  fraction  of  it  is  of  right  due,  and  forthwith 
pay  accordingly,  without  an  actual  demand  by  the  party  or  parties 
entitled.  An  actual  demand  we  therefore  hold  to  be  a  necessary  pre- 
liminary to  the  action,  and  as  the  case  is  altogether  new,  it  may  be  well 
to  add,  that  as  at  present  advised  we  consider  that  the  distrainor  should 
have  a  reasonable  time  after  demand  for  investigating  the  claim  of 

ownership. 

Demurrer  upheld. 


SUPREME    COURT   CASES.  4^6 


DOE  dem,  BOWMAN  v,  M'KEON.  (1)  1848. 


Evidence — 11  Tic, -^^o.  38 — Certified  copy  of  enrolment  qfgra'ivt,  ^ 

Stephen  C.J, 

.lyicktnsoTi  tJ 
The  Statute  11  Vic,  No.  38,  makes  a  certified  copy  of  the  enrolment  of  a  grant  j^^ci 

primary  evidence  of  the  grant,  without  proof  that  the  original  grant  cannot  be   Manning  J. 

produced.     The  enrolment  of  grants  in  the  Registrar's  book  must  be  presumed  to 

be  correct  (per  the  Chief  Juiftice,  and  Manning ^  J.,  Dickinson,  J.  diasentiente. J 

At  the  trial  of  this  case  at  iVm  PriiLs  before  Mr.  Justice  Manning,  a 
grant  of  the  land  in  question  was  proved  by  the  production  of  a  copy  of 
the  enrolment  of  the  same,  certified  by  the  Registrar-General,  which 
evidence  was  objected  to,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Broadhtirstf  for  the  defendant,  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  contending 
that  the  evidence  was  wrongly  received.  The  Act  was  loosely  worded, 
but  being  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  must  be  strictly  construed. 
It  should  have  been  shown  that  the  grant  once  existed,  and  that  it  was 
not  producible  from  some  cause  or  other. 

Lowe,  contra.  Before  the  Act  secondary  evidence  could  have  been  given 
of  the  grant  after  proof  of  the  facts  now  required  by  the  other  side,  and 
if  that  were  still  held  to  be  the  case,  the  Act  would  be  rendered  nugatory. 
It  was  the  Registrar's  duty  to  make  the  entries,  and  they  were  kept  as 
of  record,  so  that  a  presumption  arose  in  favour  of  their  being  correct. 

His  Honor  the  Chief  Justice,  in  delivering  judgment  said,  he  was  of 
opinion  that  the  evidence  had  been  rightly  received,  and  that  there  ought 
to  be  no  new  trial.  The  entry  or  copy  of  grants  entered  and  enrolled  in 
the  Registi'ar's  book  must  be  held  to  be  purporting  to  be  such  entries,  &c., 
and  that  the  document  certified  under  his  hand  must  also  be  held  to  be 
a  copy  of  that  entry  or  enrolment.  Upon  the  production  of  this  certified 
copy  in  evidence,  the  necessity  of  producing  the  original  grant  will  be 
superseded  under  the  Act.  In  construing  the  Act,  it  would  be  safer  to 
give  the  words  used  their  plain  and  natural  efiTect ;  and  it  was  giving  that 
effect  by  holding  the  above  opinion  3  therefore,  as  might  be  concluded, 
there  was  no  necessity  for  laying  the  grounds  as  contended  for  the  pro- 
duction of  such  certified  copy. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  July  21,  1848. 
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His  Honor  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson  dissented  from  the  above,  holding 
that  this  Act  being  in  derogation  of  the  common  law  and  rules  of  evidence, 
it  ought  to  receive  a  very  strict  interpretation.  It  was  quite  evident, 
looking  at  the  language  of  the  section  in  question,  taken  in  conjunction 
with  the  preamble  of  the  Act,  that  the  evidence  adduced  here  could  only 
be  admissible,  where  the  original  grant  could  not  be  adduced,  and  it  lay 
upon  the  party  resorting  to  it  to  lay  such  foundation.  The  enrolment  too 
ought  to  show  upon  its  face  that  it  is  an  enrolment  of  the  grant. 

Manning,  J.  concurred  with  the  Chief  Justice. 


Application  refused. 
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[In  Equity.]  i848. 


SPENSER  V,  GRAY.  (1)  ^^^'  ^* 

Manning  P.J. 

Crown  grant — **  Real  juMice  and  good  conscience  of  the  case  " — 5  Will.  IV,  No,  21 — 
27  Eliz,,  c.  4t— Volunteer — Notice  of  trust— Inquiry  for  documents  of  title — 
Caveat  emptor. 

Land  in  Sydney,  occupied  by  M,  under  the  promise  of  a  grant  from  the  Governor, 
was  sold  by  him  in  1819  to  C,  who  in  1822  conveyed  the  same  for  valuable  con- 
sideration to  S,  reciting  his  seizin  or  possession  of  the  said  land,  in  trust  for  the 
son  of  S,  and  in  case  of  his  death  during  his  minority,  remainder  to  S,  and  in  the 
same  instrument  covenanted  with  S  for  good  title,  &c.  In  1824  S  sold  to  the 
defendant,  who  had  ever  since  been  in  possession.  The  plaintiff,  the  cestui  que 
trust  under  the  conveyance  to  S,  having  brought  a  bill  for  a  conveyance  of  the 
property,  for  which  a  grant  had  issued  to  the  defendant,  it  was  proved  that  the 
price  paid  by  the  defendant  to  S  was  the  full  value  of  the  land  at  the  time,  and  that 
the  defendant  was  satisfied  with  a  transfer  of  possession  of  the  property  and  a  mere 
receipt  for  the  money,  on  being  assured  that  there  were  no  title  deeds. 

Held,  there  was  no  constructive  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  trust,  but  even  if 
there  had  been  notice,  the  plaintiff  was  a  volunteer  within  the  statute  of  27  Eliz., 
and  the  trust  in  his  favour  was  avoided  by  the  subsequent  sale  for  value. 

The  principle  to  be  applied  by  the  Court  in  a  case  of  this  character  was  the  same 
as  that  laid  down  for  the  guidance  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  viz.,  that  the  right  to 
obtain  the  grant  and  to  retain  it  must  depend  upon  *'  the  real  justice  and  good 
conscience  of  the  case" 

The  facts  and  argument  are  set  out  in  His  Honor's  judgment. 

Manning,  J.  This  case  was  argued  before  me  on  the  8th  and  15th 
instant,  by  Mr.  Donnelly  and  Mr.  Loioe  for  the  plaintiff,  and  Mr.  Broad- 
hurst  and  Mr.   Fisher  for  the  defendant. 

The  pleadings  and  part  of  the  evidence  are  shortly  set  out  in  tlie 
judgment  delivered  upon  the  motion  for  a  commission.  For  the  present 
purpose  further  portions  of  the  evidence  must  be  noticed.  It  was  sworn 
by  Melville,  that  the  land  now  in  suit  was  "  granted  "  to  him  by  Governor 
Macquariey  who  told  him  to  take  his  pick  of  the  ground,  that  Surveyor 
Mehan  should  measure  in  Sussex  street;  and  that  he  chose  this  allotment, 
and  never  had,  nor  looked  for  any  other  title.  He  further  stated,  that 
after  building  a  house,  and  occupying  it  for  five  or  six  years,  he  sold  to 
Cradock  for  £30,  and  signed  a  paper,  dated  July  7, 1819,  which  was  put 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Sept.  25,  1848.     Cited  in  Cochcroft  r.  Hancy, 

post  and  9  S.C.R.  App.  11. 
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Spenser     sell,  assign,  &c.,  the  premises,  and  all  his  right  and  title  thereto  to 
Q^  Cradocky  in  fee,  in  consideration  of  £15  in  hand,  and  £\b  payable  in 

six  months.  Shortly  afterwards  he  gave  up  possession  to  Cradock,  On 
the  26th  September,  1822,  an  indenture  was  duly  executed  by  Cradock 
and  by  Spenser,  senior,  which  purported  to  be  between  those  two  parties 
only,  and  by  which,  after  reciting  that  Cradock  was  seized  and  possessed 
of  the  premises,  and  indebted  to  one  Dempsey  in  £6,  and  that  being 
somewhat  stricken  in  years,  he  was  desirous  to  provide  for  suitable  and 
Christian  funeral,  it  is  witnessed  that  Cradock,  in  consideration  of  £6 
paid  on  his  account  to  Dempsey  by  Spenser,  senior,  and  that  Spenser, 
senior,  should  defray  his  funeral  expenses  after  the  manner  of  a  decent 
Christian  burial,  thereby  granted,  bargained,  i&c,  unto  Spenser^  senior, 
in  trust  for  his  son  (the  plaintiff),  for  him,  his  heirs,  and  assigns,  for 
ever ;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  during  his  minority,  then 
the  premises  to  be  the  property  and  possession  of  Spenser,  senior,  in  fee. 
The  deed  further  concludes  with  a  covenant  from  Cradock  to  Spenser, 
senior,  for  good  title  and  against  incumbrances.  On  the  back  are  two 
indorsements,  of  which  one  is  a  receipt  by  Dempsey  for  the  £6,  and  the 
other  a  memorandum  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  Cradock  and  Spenser, 
senior,  that  possession  was  to  be  taken  at  the  time  of  the  funeral,  after 
the  body  of  Cradock  had  left  the  house,  and  that  the  writings  and  title 
deeds  of  whatever  kind  were  with  that  indenture  handed  over  to  Spenser, 
senior. 

The  plaintiff  read  as  evidence  from  the  defendants  answer,  admissioiis 
that  Melville  was  in  possession  by  right  of  occupancy,  that  Spenser,  sen., 
purchased  of  Cradock ;  that  Cradock  did  on  or  about  the  date  of  his 
deed  deliver  up  possession  to  Spenser,  sen. ;  that  except  the  grant  no 
conveyance  was  ever  made  to  the  defendant ;  that  the  proclamation 
mentioned  in  the  bill  was  issued,  and  that  the  defendant  applied  to  the 
Crown  for  a  grant,  and  that  he  alleged,  as  in  the  bill  is  alleged  (t.e.  that 
he  was  the  lawful  representative  of  Spenser,  sen.,  and  that  Spenser,  sen., 
was  the  person  who,  on  or  before  the  date  fixed  by  the  proclamation, 
was  bond  fide  in  possession  by  mere  right  of  occupancy),  so  far  as  a  claim 
to  have  his  contract  with  Spenser,  sen.,  and  his  title  thereunder  carried 
into  effect,  and  completed  by  a  grant  under  the  proclamation,  constituted 
such  allegation  ;  that  a  deed  of  grant  had  issued  to  him,  his  heirs,  and 
assigns,  from  the  Crown,  and  that  the  rights  of  all  parties  other  than 
the  rights  therein  were  reserved  ;  that  defendant  had  been  in  possession 
ever  since  1824 ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  infant  during  the  greater 
part  of  that  time. 
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For  the  defendant,  the  receipt  of  Spenser,  sen.,  acknowledging  the  1848. 
receipt  of  £160  from  the  defendant  as  ''being  payment  of  "  the  premises  Spbnseb 
in  question  and  another  house,  was  put  in,  upon  proof  of  the  handwriting 
of  a  deceased  attesting  witness.  It  was  also  shown  that  in  1824  the 
premises  in  question  were  worth  about  X60,  but  that  the  property  had 
much  increased  in  value  since  then.  Tke  points  of  argument,  which 
were  numerous,  appeared  to  be  as  follows  : — 

For  the  plaintiff,  that  the  original  promisee  and  his  assigns  had  a 
defeasible  fee  simple,  and  that  such  an  estate  could  not  be  defeated  by 
the  Crown  without  an  inquest  of  office ;  that  the  grant  was  only  to  be 
regarded  as  a  confirmation  of  the  title  previously  existing.  Eyston  v, 
Simonds  (2).  That  the  case  should,  therefore,  and  by  reason  of  the  usual 
words  of  reservation  of  the  rights  of  others  in  the  grant,  be  disposed  of 
in  the  same  way  as  it  would  if  the  grant  had  been  issued  to  Melville 
prior  to  his  transfer  to  Cradock^  or  as  if  the  grant  were  altogther  out 
of  the  question.  Walker  r.  Wehh  (3)  coram  a^Becketty  J.,  and  M^IrUoeh 
V.  Mcintosh  (4),  coram  Manning^  J.  That  the  instrument  of  conveyance 
from  Cradock  operated  as  a  bargain  and  sale,  whereby  the  legal  estate 
vested  in  Spenser^  senr.,  and  the  equitable  estate  in  the  plaintiff,  subject 
to  the  contingency  which  has  failed  of  his  death  under  age ;  that  the 
defendant  having  purchased  without  any  conveyance  specifying  the 
extent  of  interest  intended  to  be  transferred,  must  be  taken  to  have 
actually  bought  only  such  estate  as  Spenser^  senr.,  had  in  his  own  right, 
and  therefore  to  hold  like  him  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff;  that  assuming 
the  contract  to  have  been  for  the  fee,  subject  only  to  the  right  of  the 
Crown,  yet  that  the  defendant  had  constructive  notice  of  the  plaintiff's 
equitable  inteiest  because  he  took  without  any  muniments  of  prior  title, 
and  was  responsible  for  his  own  negligence  in  not  having  made  enquiry 
as  to  the  state  of  the  title  by  learning  from  the  Government  the  name 
of  the  original  promisee,  and  ascertaining  from  him  and  Cradock  to 
whom  they  had  respectively  sold,  and  by  what  instruments  they  had 
conveyed  Hiern  v.  Mill  (5) ;  Gibson  D'Esie  (6) ;  Stuart  v,  Foulkes 
(7) ;  Jackson  r.  Eowe  (8) ;  that  the  conveyance  from  Cradock  was  not  a 
voluntary  conveyance  to  plaintiff  within  the  statute  of  27th  Elizabeth, 
so  as  to  be  void  under  the  statute  against  a  subsequent  purchaser  for 
valuable  consideration,  because  it  was  a  purchase  in  the  name  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  not  a  distinct  settlement  made  by  the  father.  Lady 
Gorge's  case  (9) ;  3  Sttgden,  F.,  and  P,  267 ;  Edwards  v.  Jones  (10) ; 

(2)  1  Y.  &  G. ,  Ch.  612.  (3)  A  nte,  p.  253.  (4)  Not  sofficiently  reported.  (5)  13  Vei. 
12Z  (6)  2  Y.  A:  G.  570.  (7)  Reserved  judgment!,  Supreme  Coart.  (8)  2  Sim« 
&  Stn.,  472.      (9)  3  Cro.  550.     (10)  1  M.  A:  G.  237. 
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Brown  v.  Cavendish  (11) ;  that  there  was  no  proof  as  against  the  plain- 
tiff that  the  defendant  was  a  purchaser  for  value,  the  receipt  of  Spenser^ 
senr.,  being  evidence  only  against  himself  and  those  claiming  under  him 
by  subsequent  title.  Doedem.  Hawley  v,  Broum  (12)  ;  and,  lastly,  tliat 
the  defendant  was  estopped  from  setting  up  title  under  his  grant,  because 
the  defendant  claims  under  Spenser,  senr.,  and  the  latter  under  Crtxdock^ 
who  and  all  claiming  under  him,  it  was  contended,  were  estopped  by  the 
recital  in  his  deed  that  he  was  then  seized  of  the  land.  Bendey  v. 
Burdon  (13) ;  1  FhiL  on  Ev.  360;  Palnver  v.  Ekins  (14)  ;  BeckeU  r. 
Bradley  (15)  ;  Doe  v.  Stone  (16). 

For  the  defendant  it  was  argued  that  his  plain  legal  title  must  prevail, 
unless  the  plaintiff  could  make  out  a  clear  equity  so  as  to  fix  him  with  a 
trust ;  that  the  legal  estate  under  the  grant  can  only  be  defeated  by  proof 
that  it  was  obtained  maid  fide,  Story^s  Eq.  Jur,  319 ;  Walker  v.  Webb  (17), 
cited  contra;  that  the  proclamation  in  1829  could  not  prejudice  defen- 
dant's rights  acquired  in  1824,  and  that  the  estate  of  the  parties  at  that 
time  was  no  title  at  all  against  the  Crown,  so  as  to  prevent  the  Crown 
from  granting  effectually  to  the  defendant  Doe  dent.  Wait  v.  Morris  (18); 
that  the  purchase  from  Spenser,  sen.,  was  an  absolute  purchase  of  the  right 
by  occupancy ;  that  the  operation  of  the  conveyance  from  Cradock  was  not 
to  clothe  Spenser,  sen.,  with  a  fiduciary  character,  but  to  vest  the  property 
in  the  son,  subject  to  avoidance  by  subsequent  sale  for  value ;  that  a 
purchase  from  a  trustee  without  notice  of  the  trust  takes  the  estate  dis- 
charged from  such  trust,  Lewin^s  Trrists,  pages  3,  9, 19,  206-7,  358-9, 
Story* s  Eq.  Jnr,  329 ;  that  no  constructive  notice  of  the  trust  was  raised 
by  the  absence  of  further  enquiry,  after  Spenser,  sen.,  had  denied  the 
existence  of  any  title  deeds,  there  being  no  proof  of  any  thing  having  been 
brought  to  the  defendant's  notice,  which  should  have  put  him  upon  such 
enquiry  as  would  probably  have  led  to  the  discovery  of  the  plaintiff's  title, 
Sicffden^s  V.  and  P.,  1052;  Jones  v.  Smith  (19);  Westv,  Iieid(20);  that  the 
trust  for  plaintiff,  created  by  Cradock* s  deed,  made  him  a  volunteer 
within  the  statute  of  Elizabeth ;  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  defend- 
ant to  prove  value  paid  on  his  purchase  otherwise  than  by  the  receipt,  for 
this  is  the  converse  of  Doe  d,  Hawley  v,  Brotone  (21),  and  it  is  for  the 
plaintiff,  who  as  a  volunteer  seeks  to  impeach  the  defendant's  legal  title,  to 
negative  the  prima  facie  consideration,  which  he  has  not  done ;  that  if  in 
the  absence  of  other  proof  of  consideration  paid,  the  defendant  was  to 

(11)1  Jones  &  La  T.  603.  (12)  Res.  judgments.  Supreme  Court.  (13)  2  Sim. 
&Stu.  519.  (14)  2  Ld.  Ray.  1552.  (15)8  Jur.  1073.  (16)  10  Jur.  480. 
(17)  Ante,  p.  253.  (18)  2  Scott  276.  (19)  1  Hare  43.  (20)  2  Hare  249.  (21)  Res. 
Judgments,  Supreme  Court. 
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of  the  plaintiff,  and  his  legal  estate  would  give  him  the  better  right  to      Spenser 
hold  j  and  that  the  alleged  estopped  had  no  operation  upon  the  defend-       q^Iy 
ant  in  this  case,  but  only  upon  Cradock  and  persons  who  might  claim 
under  him  by  title  subsequent  to  the  conveyance  to  Spemer, 

Of  the  numerous  points  raised  in  support  of  the  plaintiflTs  case,  several 
appear  to  have  received  too  clear  answer  in  the  course  of  the  argument 
to  require  particular  notice  now.  I  shall  therefore  direct  my  attention 
only  to  some  points  which  appear  to  me  to  call  for  a  distinct  statement 
of  my  views,  and  which  I  think  conclusive  against  the  plaintiff. 

Considering  the  case  independently  of  the  grant,  these  questions  arise: 
Whether  the  defendant  purchased  the  fee  simple  or  only  the  interest  of 
Spenser^  senr.;  whether  he  took  with  notice  of  a  trust  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff ;  and  whether  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  mere  volunteer  under  Cra- 
dock^a  deed,  and  the  defendant  a  bond  fide  purchaser  for  value  so  as  to 
defeat  the  voluntary  settlement?  That  as  between  SpenseTy  senior, 
and  the  defendant,  the  purchase  was  of  the  freehold  subject  only  to  the 
right  of  the  Crown,  I  have  no  more  doubt  than  if  the  former  had  ex- 
ecuted a  formal  conveyance  reciting  a  seisin  in  fee  and  conveying  in  fee 
to  the  defendant.  The  receipt  and  a  part  of  the  answer  which  was  read 
are  sufficient  to  establish  this  point. 

In  considering  the  question  as  to  notice,  I  may  proceed  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  plaintiff  is  right  in  contending  that  Cradock^s  deed 
vested  the  legal  estate  in  S2}en8er,  senior,  and  that  plaintiff  was  &  cestui 
que  trust  This  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  contend,  because 
otherwise  if  (as  was  insisted  for  him)  the  grant  operates  only  to  confirm 
the  estate  already  in  existence,  his  remedy  would  be  by  ejectment  under 
his  legal  title,  and  not  by  bill  in  equity.  Of  actual  notice  of  the  trust 
there  was  no  evidence,  and  the  only  circumstance  relied  upon  to  fix  the 
defendant  with  constructive  notice  was  the  fact  of  his  taking  Spenser, 
senior,  without  any  muniments  of  title  ;  but  it  was  said  that  the  rule 
caveat  emptor  should  be  applied,  and  that  in  taking  without  proof  of 
title  the  defendant  was  wanting  in  proper  caution,  and  ought  to  be 
fixed  with  notice  of  all  that  he  would  have  been  acquainted  with  if 
he  had  taken  measures  to  trace  the  title.  This  argument  would 
undoubtedly  have  had  great  weight  if  the  state  of  titles  had  been 
the  same  hei*e,  and  with  reference  to  this  particular  proj^erty,  as  in 
England;  but  it  must  be  remembered  that  in  the  year  1824  much  of 
the  land  in  Sydney  was  held  under  verbal  promises  from  Governors,  and 
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Spenser  '^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^®  comparatiyely  simple  state  of  things  at  that  time 
interests  in  land  passed  from  hand  to  hand  with  almost  as  little 
formality  as  chattels.  Nor  is  it  to  be  lost  sight  of  that  in  this  particdir 
instance  Melville  had  acquired  it  by  <'  right  of  occupancy"  according  to 
the  bill,  or  by  the  most  loose  verbal  promise  according  to  his  owd 
evidence ;  and  that  the  defendant  himself  was  content  to  pay  his  fall 
purchase  money  upon  a  mere  receipt.  It  must  also  be  observed  that  at 
the  time  of  the  purchase,  Spenser,  senior,  was  in  possession  and  osten- 
sibly the  owner;  and  although  the  defendant's  unrecul  statement  that  he 
asked  for  title  deeds,  and  was  told  and  believed  there  were  none,  cannot 
be  referred  to  as  evidence,  I  will  not  in  the  face  of  that  statement,  and 
without  proof  to  the  contrary,  assume  that  such  enquiries  were  nei 
made,  or  if  made,  met  with  a  different  answer.  I  shall  assume  that 
what  is  stated  may  have  taken  place :  and  if  so,  it  would  be  canying 
the  doctrine  of  constructive  notice  beyond  the  bounds  of  principle,  to 
say  that  under  the  circumstances  the  defendant  was  bound  to  go  farther 
and  ascertain  who  was  the  first  occupant  and  trace  the  title  down  to 
him.  But  even  if  he  had  done  so,  what  would  have  been  the  probable 
result  ?  From  Melville  he  might  have  obtained  some  information  about 
the  paper  which  he  signed ;  but  from  that  point  all  trace  would  have 
been  lost,  because  in  the  absence  of  other  proof  I  must  infer  from  the 
indorsement  on  the  conveyance  that  Cradock  was  dead  before  »S/>«n*5''i 
senior,  obtained  the  possession  which  is  stated  in  the  bill  and  proved  to 
have  preceded  the  sale  to  the  defendant.  My  opinion  tlierefore  i&  that 
there  was  no  such  constructive  notice  as  would  fix  the  defendant  with 
the  trust. 

I  also  think  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  volunteer  within  the  statute  of 
27th  Elizabeth.  Lady  Gorgets  case,  and  the  passage  from  Suff^ 
grounded  upon  it,  which  were  cited  to  show  that  a  purchase  of  land  by 
a  father  "  in  the  name  of  his  child  "  cannot  be  defeated  by  a  subsequent 
sale  for  value  by  the  father,  do  not  appear  to  me  to  apply.  In  that 
case  it  is  merely  stated  that  the  purchase  was  "  in  the  lady's  name, 
which  I  understand  to  mean  that  she  was  ostensibly  the  purchaser  (»» 
her  own  account  through  the  instrumentality  and  with  the  monej 
of  the  father ;  but  here  upon  the  face  of  the  deed  the  purchaser  is  the 
father,  who  also  is  a  party  to  it,  who  is  made  trustee  with  a  beneficial 
remainder — with  whom  the  covenant  for  title,  Ac,  is  made — to  whom  the 
title  deeds,  &c.,  are  delivered — and  who  is  to  have  the  possession.  The 
creation  of  the  trust  by  Cradock  for  the  son  is  either  wholly  unauthor- 
ised, and  then  a  resulting  trust  would  arise  in  favour  of  the  person  who 
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withont  consideration  other  than  natural  love.  The  latter  may  be  Spenher 
taken  to  be  the  case  here,  since  the  father  is  a  party  to  the  deed  and  q  Jl  y 
r^ularly  executed  it,  and  as  equity  looks  to  the  substimce  of  things,  I 
cannot  understuid  how  it  «m  make  «»y  difference,  that  instead  of  the 
father  taking  an  intermediate  conveyance,  he  directs  a  conveyance  to 
himself  in  trust  for  his  son,  and  executes  the  conveyance  by  which  such 
trust  is  created.  Then,  is  the  defendant  a  purchaser  for  valuable  con- 
gideration,  so  that  my  view  of  the  last  two  points  can  avail  him  ?  I 
think  there  is  sufficient  evidence  that  he  is  so  ;  that  if  there  were  no^, 
atill  the  plaintiff  who  has  to  overcome  the  defendant's  title  should 
have  impeached  the  consideration  if  he  meant  to  rely  upon  this  ground; 
and  that  if  evidence  upon  the  point  were  now  required,  I  ought  still  to 
allow  it  to  be  taken,  rather  than  make  a  decision  which,  unlike  a  judg- 
ment in  ejectment)  woidd  be  conclusive,  against  the  defendant's  title,  on 
account  of  a  mere  lapse  in  the  formal  proof  of  what  no  man  can  doubt. 
The  proof  of  the  fact  consists  in  this,  that  Spenser,  senior,  gave  a 
receipt  for  the  m<mey,  and  delivered  the  possession  to  one  who  was  a 
stranger  unless  by  purchase  ;  that  the  plaintiff's  bill  not  only  does  not 
impeach  the  consideration,  but  impliedly  admits  it ;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  has  read  the  defendant's  admission  that  "  he  purchased,''  which 
usually  imports  the  payment  of  a  consideration. 

I  now  come  to  the  consideration  of  the  grant ;  and  here  let  me  remark 
that  the  grant  was  not  put  in,  and  that  although  we  have  the  fact  that 
a  grant  issued,  we  are  not  informed  of  its  contents  further  than  that  it  gives 
the  land  to  the  defendant  in  fee,  and  that  it  contains  the  reservation 
mentioned.  Whether,  therefore,  it  refers  to  the  promise  to  Melville 
I  do  not  know ;  but  as  neither  the  bill  nor  the  answer  allude  to  it, 
we  may  rather  suppose  it  is  issued  by  virtue  of  the  occupancy  by 
Spenser,  sen.,  in  1823,  and  of  General  Darling's  proclamation.  This 
might  be  material.  I  do  not  yield  to  the  argument  that  the  grant 
operated  only  as  a  confirmation  of  the  previous  title,  or  that  by  reason 
of  the  reservation  or  anything  else  shown  in  this  case,  the  title  of 
these  parties  can  be  discussed  as  if  the  grant  were  out  of  the  question. 
The  grant  I  look  upon  as  a  good  title  to  the  grantee  named  in  it,  unless 
be  can  be  fixed  with  a  trust,  or  unless  it  has  been  obtained  under 
circumstances  which  make  it  revocable.  If  the  party  who  received  the 
grant  from  the  Crown,  claimed  and  obtained  it  in  virtue  of  some  inferior 
interest  to  which  a  trust  was  annexed,  he  could  not  by  this  act  of  his 
own  divest  himself  of  his  fiduciary  character;  and  the  large  estate 
acquired  by  him  would  be  still  charged  with  the  trust,  and  might  be 
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1848.  made  the  subject  of  directions  by  this  Court.  But  if  the  position  of 
Spenser  the  parties  be  that  the  grantee  held  by  a  title  adverse  to  another,  I  do 
P  *'•  .  not  see  on  what  principle  this  Court  can  interpose  in  the  way  now 
sought,  in  the  absence  particularly  of  the  Crown  as  a  party.  Substan- 
tially the  effect  would  be  to  repeal  the  grant,  and  to  give  a  new  one  to 
another  party,  without  the  intervention  of  the  Crown.  The  reservation 
relied  on  is  very  vague  and  of  most  questionable  effect.  Instead  of 
being,  as  ordinarily,  of  something  to  the  grantor,  it  purports  to  be  in 
favour  of  mere  strangers  to  the  deed.  It  would  be  singular  that  such  a 
clause  should  be  sufficient  to  make  a  plain  grant  to  A  operate  ( without 
reference  to  the  party  making  the  reservation)  as  a  grant  to  B  or  to 
any  man  who  can  at  any  time  show  that  he  had  a  better  or  more 
strictly  legal  claim  upon  the  honour  of  the  Crown.  If  it  has  that  effect, 
then  the  Commissioners  of  Claims,  with  their  advertisements,  evidence, 
and  judicial  reports,  were  worse  than  useless ;  and  the  Eoyal  grant, 
instead  of  quieting  men's  possession,  carries  upon  its  face  a  perpetual 
warning  of  its  uncertainty.  In  place  of  giving  security  to  purchasers, 
the  grant  may  help  to  make  bad  titles  pass  current,  but  as  between 
subjects  will  give  no  greater  certainty  to  those  that  are  otherwise  good- 
It  occurs  to  me,  also,  that  however  good  a  prima  fade  title  may  be 
acquired  by  the  specific  promise  of  one  Governor,  or  the  general  one  of 
another  by  his  proclamation,  yet  that  when  a  right  of  one  man  by  a  deduc- 
tion of  title  from  the  promisee  is  set  up  to  defeat  letters  patent  issued 
by  the  Crown  itself  to  another,  and  the  Crown  is  not  made  a  party,  it 
might  be  expected  that  the  claimant  shall  clearly  show  that  the  promisor 
was  duly  authorised  to  bind  the  Crown,  which  by  his  promise  became  a 
mere  naked  trustee  for  such  party  as  should  prove  title  thereunder 
according  to  the  strict  rules  of  law. 

I  now  come  to  a  point  which  involves  the  broadest^  and  as  it  seems 
to  me  the  most  satisfactory  ground  of  adjudication.  It  is  this,  that  the 
right  to  obtain  the  grant  and  to  retain  it  when  questioned  in  this  Court 
must  depend  upon  "  the  real  jiiatice  and  good  conscience  of  the  com; 
and  that  in  my  opinion  the  application  of  this  test  to  the  present  case 
is  decisive  in  favour  of  the  defendant.  Here  the  claim  to  a  grant  arises 
either  upon  the  loose  promise  or  permission  to  Melville,  and  the  occupa- 
tion under  it,  or  upon  the  occupation  by  Spenser,  sen.,  at  the  date  fixed 
by  Governor  Darling's  proclamation.  The  latter  might  be  insisted 
upon,  because  the  bill  rests  the  claim  upon  MelviUe^s  occupancy,  and  not 
upon  any  original  promise.  In  either  way  the  promise  was  an  act  of 
grace,  which  it  would  have  been  difficult  if  not  impossible  to  enforce  the 
performance  of.     But  after  the  promise  of  Governor  MacgtMrie,  and 
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of  the  colony,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Crown,  passed  the  several  Courts  Spenser 

of  Claims  Acts,  4  William  IV,  No.  9,  5  William  IV,  No.  6,  and  5  •  ^^^ 


William  IV,  No.  21,  without  noticing  the  language  of  the  earlier  Acts, 
it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  Act  which  continues  in  force,  was  passed 
for  the  purpose  of  "  settling  disputed  claims  to  grants  of  land ; "  that  it 
empowers  the  Governor  to  refer  to  the  commissioners  all  claims  to 
grants  in  virtue  of  any  promise  of  any  Governor ;  and  empowers  the 
commissioners  to  proceed  to  hear,  examine,  and  report  thereon,  and,  for 
that  purpose  to  issue  notices  in  the  Government  Gazette,  and  to  summon 
witnesses,  and  take  evidence  on  oath,  and  require  production  of  docu- 
ments, kCy  so  far  as  they  shall  be  necessary  for  the  due  investigation  of 
any  claim  ;  and  that  in  heariug  and  examining  all  claims,  the  commis- 
sioners are  to  be  "  guided  by  the  real  justice  and  good  conscience  of  tlic 
case,  without  regard  to  legal  forms  and  solemnities,'*  and  in  case  they 
shall  be  ^'satisfied  that  the  person  claiming  is  entitled  in  equity  and  good 
conscience  to  hold  the  lands  claimed,  and  to  have  a  grant  thereof  under 
the  Great  Seal  of  the  colony,"  they  are  to  report  the  same  and  the 
grounds  thereof  to  the  Governor  for  his  information  and  guidance,  but  so 
as  not  to  oblige  the  Governor  to  make  and  deliver  any  such  grant  unless 
he  shall  deem  proper.  From  this  enactment,  which  is  law  of  the  land, 
and  by  which  the  ordinary  rules  as  to  the  devolution  or  proof  of  titles 
were  capable  of  being  altered,  I  infer,  first,  that  the  commissioners  were 
intended  to  settle  disputes  finally  as  between  subjects,  but  not  absolutely 
as  against  the  Crown;  secondly,  that  the  Crown,  as  represented  by 
the  Governor  for  the  time  being,  was  not  understood  to  be  absolutely 
and  legally  denuded  of  all  discretion  or  power  as  to  the  issue  of 
grants  or  the  selection  of  grantees;  and  thirdly,  that  in  deciding 
on  all  claims  the  Commissioners  were  bound,  and  the  Governor  intended 
to  be  guided,  by  popular  and  rational  views  of  justice  and  good  con- 
science, having  reference  to  the  simple  practices  of  a  young  country  and 
the  peculiarities  of  this  colony,  as  well  as  to  the  special  circumstances  of 
each  case — and  not  by  the  arbitrary  rules  which  have  been  thought  ex- 
pedient for  regulating  the  more  complicated  regulations  of  an  older  state. 
And  from  these  inferences  I  conclude  that  the  only  appeal  from  the 
Commissioners  which  the  Legislature  contemplated  was  to  the  Governor; 
and  that  if  indirectly  a  question  arises  before  the  Supreme  Court  as  to 
the  right  to  the  benefit  of  a  grant  under  a  Governor's  promise,  the  same 
principle  must  guide  the  Court  as  was  imposed  upon  the  Commissioners ; 
for  it  cannot  have  been  intended  that  the  latter  should  decide  upon  the 
right  to  *'  hold  the  lands  and  have  a  grant  thereof  "  upon  one  principle, 


Manning  J. 


486  8UPBIMB  COURT  CASXa 

1848.        and  that  this  Courts  even  if  a  direct  appeal  had  been  ffieen^  should  in 
87BN8BK     effect  reverse  the  grant  vpon  principles  other  than  those  whkh  are  bind- 
ing upon  the  CommiasionerB,  and  which  are  pointed  out  for  the  guidance 
of  the  Minister  of  the  Crown. 
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Applying  this  rule  to  the  present  case,  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  this 
plaintiff,  who,  as  a  young  infant  was  made  the  subject  of  a  voluntary 
settlement  by  his  father,  ought  not  in  "  real  justice  and  good  conscience" 
to  be  permitted  to  recover  land  which  that  father  purchased,  paid  for, 
possessed,  and  sold  as  his  own  24  years  ago,  and  which  has  been  greatly 
increased  in  value  in  the  defendaijt's  hands — upon  the  simple  ground  that 
the  defendant  relied  too  implicitly  in  the  honesty  of  the  father  whose 
intended  bounty  is  the  sole  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  The  judg- 
ment of  Mr.  Justice  a^ Beckett  in  Walker  v.  Weibh  (22),  which  was  much 
relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  on  account  of  certain  passages  con- 
tained in  it,  appears  strongly  to  bear  out  the  view  taken  by  me  on  this 
last  point.  His  Honor  it  is  true  decided  in  that  case  against  the  grantee, 
but  he  did  so  on  the  grounds  that  the  grant  being  issued  by  reason  of  a 
stipulation  in  a  lease,  and  not  of  a  Governor's  '*  promise,"  the  case  was 
not  strictly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  and  that  the 
grantee  had  obtained  his  grant  by  "concealment  and  misropresentaUon," 
and  by  a  "  false  suggestion  j"  so  that  upon  the  whole  of  the  case  he  con- 
sidered retention  of  the  grant  would  be  "  uncaneeientumsJ^  But  His 
Honor  expressly  says,  *'  I  will  admit  that  unless  it  be  unconscientious 
for  the  defendant  to  i*etain  the  benefit  of  the  Commissioner's  decision,  it 
ought  to  be  conclusive  f  and  the  whole  tenor  of  his  judgment  indicates 
an  opinion  that  the  grantee  is  entitled  to  the  full  advantage  of  his  grant, 
unless  under  the  circumstances,  "natural  justice"  demands  that  he  should 
be  compelled  to  give  the  benefit  of  it  to  another.  In  this  case,  so  far  am 
I  from  thinking  that  natural  justice  demands  that  the  land  should  be 
conveyed  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  that  I  conceive  the  principle 
laid  down  by  the  Legislature,  would  make  it  incumbent  on  the  Court  to 
come  to  a  decision  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  if  the  question  were  now 
entirely  an  open  one. 

■ 

In  deciding  this  case,  some  one  of  the  points  discussed  would  per- 
haps have  been  sufficient ;  but  the  several  questions  which  have  been 
noticed  above  having  fairly  arisen  in  the  case,  and  being  of  much 
importance,  I  have  thought  it  right  to  give  full  consideration  to  each. 

BiU  dismiseed, 

(22)  Res,  Judg.,  and  ante  p.  253. 
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THE  BANK  OF  AUSTRALASIA  v.  BREILLAT,  ChaimMn,  iScc, 

of  the  Bank  of  Atistralia.  (1) 


1848. 


Oct.  9. 


Privy  Council — Jvrisdietion — Interesi  on  amoitnt  of  verdict — Costs  o/entri/  of        ^    j^  p  - 

jvdq-menl  on  appeal-^Promissory  note,  DicHnsonjl 

and 
Plaintiff,  recovered  a  verdict  on  a  note,  with  interest  to  that  date,  but  on  appeal    Manning  J. 

to  the  fall  Court,  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendant,  and  a  certain  sum 
recovered  from  the  plaintiff  by  Ji,  fa,  thereon.  This  was  a^ain  reversed  by  the 
Privy  Council,  and  the  amount  of  subsequent  interest  at  the  same  rate  as  pre- 
viously allowed  was  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  and  costs,  &c 

Hdd^  the  Privy  Council  had  jurisdiction  to  order  the  payment  of  interest,  sub- 
fleqnent  to  the  vodict.  But  if  not,  this  Court  would  not  hear  ailment  on  the 
matter. 

The  interest  was  to  be  calculated,  not  on  the  verdict,  but  upon  the  amount  of 
the  note,  and  from  the  day  after  the  verdict  to  the  day  on  which  judgment  must 
be  signed— both  days  inclusive. 

Costs  of  the  application  (to  enter  the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council  on  the  roll), 
over  and  above  those  mentioned  by  the  Appelate  Court,  also  allowed. 

Ik  this  cage,  which  was  tried  at  bar  on  the  4th  day  of  August,  1845, 
the  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  assessed  their  damages 
at  £175,703  18s.  7d.,  being  the  amount  of  the  note,  £154,000,  and 
interest  upon  that  sum  at  the  rate  of  £8  per  cent.  (£21,703  18s.  7d.). 
Subsequently,  the  majority  of  the  Ck>urt  being  of  opinion  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  succeed,  ordered  the  judgment  of  this  Court 
to  be  entered  on  the  rolls  in  favour  of  the  defendant.  The  matter  was 
afterwards  carried,  on  appeal  by  the  plaintiffs,  to  the  Queen  in  Privy 
Council,  and  after  the  Privy  Council  had  reported  upon  the  case,  Her 
Majesty  on  April  15,  1848,  ordered  the  judgment  to  be  reversed,  and 
that  the  original  judgment  for  the  amount  found  due  by  the  verdict  and 
costs,  and  that  the  amount  of  subsequent  interest  at  the  same  rate  at 
which  it  was  calculated  by  the  verdict  be  paid  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiffs,  together  with  the  costs,  &c. ;  and  that  this  order  be  duly 
obeyed,  complied  with,  and  carried  into  execution  by  the  Judges  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  d^c. 

On  October  5,  of  this  year,  a  rule  nm  was  granted,  on  the  application 
of  Mr.  Broadhurstf  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  the 
order  of  Her  Majesty  should  not  be  entered  on  the  judgment  roll,  and 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Oct  6  and  10, 1848. 
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1848.  why  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  entered  upon  the  said  roll,  and  signed 
BankofAus-  ^^^  *'^®  defendant  on  September  8,  1845,  with  an  order  of  restitution  of 
TRALAsiA  the  sum  of  £1,844  19s.  2d.,  recovered  from  the  plaintiffs  by  the 
Breillat,  defendant  under  the  said  judgment,  and  the  writ  of  ^.  fa,  issued  thereon, 
should  not  also  be  entered  on  the  said  roll,  and  why  it  should  not  be 
referred  to  the  Prothonotary  of  this  Court  to  compute  interest  upon  the 
sum  of  .€175,703  18s.  7d.,  being  the  amount  found  to  be  due  to  the 
plaintiffs  by  the  verdict  of  the  Jury  on  the  trial  of  the  said  cause,  at  or 
after  the  rate  of  eight  per  cent.,  from  the  8th  day  of  September,  1845, 
being  the  day  the  said  verdict  in  the  said  cause  was  given,  until  tlie  day 
such  interest  shall  be  computed  by  the  said  Prothonotary ;  and  that  the 
said  sum  of  £1,844  10s.  2d.,  and  the  aforesaid  interest  when  computed, 
be  added  to  the  damages  assessed  by  the  said  Jur}'  on  the  trial  of  this 
cause ;  and  why  the  plaintiffs  should  not,  in  obedience  to  and  in  com- 
pliance with  the  said  order  of  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  be  at  liberty  to 
enter  up  and  sign  final  judgment  as  of  the  8th  day  of  September,  1845, 
for  the  aforesaid  sums  of  £175,703  18s.  7d.,  £1,844  19s.  2d.,  and  the 
interest  which  shall  be  computed  and  allowed  as  aforesaid,  &c.,  and  for 
costs  of  this  application,  <&c. 

The  Soliciior-Geiieral  (Broadhurst  with  him)  now  moved  to  make  the 
rule  absolute,  and  in  compliance  with  a  suggestion  from  one  of  their 
Honors,  when  the  rule  was  granted,  asked  that  the  interest  might  be 
ascertained  and  entered  on  the  roll  separately,  and  not  as  in  the  rule. 

Fisher  and  Lotve,  contra.  The  Privy  Council  is  a  Court  of  Error,  and 
can  only  give  such  judgment  as  the  Court  appealed  from  could  have 
given.  This  Court  cannot  give  interest  upon  a  verdict  except  in  cases 
where  a  defendant  appeals  for  the  sake  of  delay.  Interest  on  the 
verdict  is  not  expressly  ordered,  or  authorised  by  the  order.  The  rule 
asks  for  what  would  be  compound  interest  on  a  part  of  the  verdict.  Up 
to  what  date,  too,  is  the  interest  to  be  calculated  ;  the  order  is  uncertain. 
The  plaintiff  is  only  entitled  to  simple  interest  and  that  to  the  date  of 
the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council. 

The  Chief  Justice  and  Dickinson,  J.,  agreed  that  it  was  clear  that 
the  Privy  Council  had  jurisdiction  to  direct  the  payment  of  interest  \  at 
any  rate,  if  they  had  not,  it  would  not  be  respectful  of  this  Court  to  hear 
any  arguments  on  the  question. 

Manning,  J.,  who  had  been  counsel  in  the  cause,  gave  no  opinion. 

The  SoUcitoT'General  and  Broadhurst  in  reply. 
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The  Chief  Justice  then  delivered  judgment  on  the  remaining  point.         1848. 
He  said  he  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  upon  applying  the  ordinary  rules  BankopAus* 
of  construction  to  the  report  and  order,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  only     tralasia 
entitled  to  have  interest  calculated  upon  the  amount  of  the  note.    Such    Breillat. 
opinion  was  arrived  at  after  a  careful  analysis  of  the  different  parts  of 
the  order,  and  it  was  also  clear  that  that  opinion  was  in  accordance  with 
the  intention  of  Appellate  Court.     This  conclusion,  too,  was  in  accord- 
ance with  what  is  in  general  done  in  England,  in  cases  of  appeal  of  this 
kind.     The  plaintiffs  will  therefore  be  entitled  to  interest  at  the  rate  of 
£S  per  cent.,  to  be  calculated  upon  the  sum  of  £154,000  from  the  5th 
day  of  August  (the  day  after  trial)  until  to-day,  the  9th  of  October,  both 
days  inclusive ;    in  addition,  too,   they  will  be  entitled  to  the  costs 
occasioned  by  this  application,  over  and  above  what  has  been  mentioned 
by  the  Privy  Council. 

Dickinson,  J.,  concurred  in  the  judgment  of  his  Honor  the  Chief 
JfusticCy  and  also  his  Honor  Mr.  Justice  Manning,  who  added  that 
though  he  intended  at  firsfc  not  to  take  any  part  in  the  judgment,  yet  as: 
he  agreed  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  as  to  the  last  point,  and  as  his 
opinion  was  against  his  late  clients,  no  harm  could  ensue  from  ex- 
pressing it. 

Order  accordingly^ 


^M  8UPRSUB  COURT  GA918. 


ISA  EALES  V.  DANGAB.    (1) 

July  13. 

Bond—ptKymeiU  into  Court-^  J«ft«,  c  14,  «.  13»  amd  Sd:9  Will  III,  c  11»  «.  8— 
St^Mn  C.J.  rfferenct  to  Prothofioiary--equitableprmciple8. 

Mannina  J  ^^^  statute,  4  Anne,  c.  Id,  a.  IS,  giTes  to  the  Court  an  equitable  jnriadkitioa, 
to  be  summarily  exercised,  to  allow  the  defendaat,  in  an  action  on  a  bond,  to  pay 
the  amount  due  into  Court,  and  in  case  the  amount  is  in  dispute,  to  refer  tiie 
matter  to  the  Prothonotary  for  a  report  thereon.  The  Plrethonotary  may  also  he 
ordered  to  report  upon  /acts  necessarily  involved  in  the  question  of  the  anHWint 
due. 

Notwithstanding  the  condition  of  a  bond  be  the  payment  of  money  by  some 
person  other  than  the  obligor,  and  by  instalments,  the  statute  still  appties. 

When  the  bond  discloses  the  fact  that  other  persons,  besides  the  sole  obligee, 
are  interested,  the  condition  being,  to  pay  him  or  one  of  two  other  j^erMioa, 
according  as  they  should  severally  be  entitled,  payment  to  the  obligee  may  be  in 
fact  no  payment  for  the  purposes  of  the  aotion,  and  beyond  the  question  what 
payments  have  been  made,  a  further  enquiry  is  necessary,  to  whom  they  wen 
made,  having  regard  to  equitable  principles. 

Action  on  a  bond,  made  for  the  payment  by  the  defendant  of  a  ocitain 
sum,  in  instalments,  with  interest  half-yearly,  to  the  plainti£^  or  to 
Colonel  George  Barney,  or  to  the  person  or  i)ersons  who  should,  under 
the  circumstances  recited  in  the  condition,  be  entitled  to  receive  the 
same.  The  original  debtor  was  one  Button^  and  the  condition  was 
in  terms  for  payment  by  Button,  for  whom  the  defendant  was  in  effect 
surety.  BiUton  was  not  a  party  to  the  bond,  and  was  not  proved  to 
have  paid  anything,  but  the  defendant  had  paid  certain  sums,  and  now 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  pay  the  balance  into  Court,  under  4  Ann^  c. 
16,  s.  13.  These  payments  had  been  made  to  Eales^  in  whose  name  the 
action  was  brought,  but  who  was  not  then  entitled,  of  which  fact  it  was 
maintained  the  defendant  had  notice. 

1848.  Grant,  attorney  for  the  defendant,  applied,  before  the  Chief  Jtkstice^  in 

jy     27       Chambers,  for  leave  to  pay  into  Court  the  sum  of  £466  Os.  3d.,  in  satis- 
faction of  plaintiff's  claim.     4  Anne,  c.  16. 

Broadhurat,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  His  Honor  had  no  such  power, 
either  by  common  law,  or  under  the  statute.  He  also  read  an  affidavit 
showing  that,  in  November,  1846,  the  defendant  had  notice  and  admitted 
that  Colonel  Barney,  and  the  Bank  of  Australasia,  were  the  parties 
interested  in  the  bond. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Jan.  1,  April  24,  July  14,  1849. 
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The  Chief  Justice.     (^  oonsidering  the  case  of  Bonafima  v.  Rybot  ( 2>), 


and  especiallj-  the  observations  of  Lord  Mansfieldy  in  p.  1373,  and  Tigke       Eaus 


«. 


9.  Crafter  (3),  I  hare  no  doubt  that  the  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  13,  applies  Bakgab, 
to  this  case,  and  that,  if  a  Judge  can  stay  the  proceedings,  where  the 
amount  of  '*  principal  and  interest  due  *'  is  admiUed  on  both  sides,  or  is 
clearly  ascertainable  from  the  bond  and  condition,  or  from  the  bond  and 
articles  of  agreement,  the  Judge  must  equally  have  jurisdiction  to  refer 
it  to  an  officer  of  the  Court  where  the  amount  is  in  dispute,  to  report 
what  is  the  "  principal  and  interest  due."  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that 
the  facts  in  dispute  should  be  tried  by  a  jury.  They  cannot  be  so  tried, 
because  there  is  no  plea,  either  at  common  law  or  by  s.  12  of  the  4 
Anne  (see  Hamden  v,  Clarke  in  this  Court)  ol  part  pay}nent  of  a  bond  (4). 
But  that  seems  to  me  to  be  no  reason  why  the  plain  words  of  s.  13 
Should  not  have  effect,  on  a  defendant  bringing  into  Court  "  all  the 
principal  money  and  interest  dua"  In  cases  of  dispute  before  the 
Court  or  a  Judge,  the  course  is  to  ref^r  to  the  officer  for  his  finding,  or 
I  might  direct  an  issue  as  to  tlie  sum  due. 

The  case  of  Tighe  v.  Crafier  has  been  misunderstood.  It  is  so  very 
brief,  as  to  admit  of  misconstruction  on  a  cursory  reading.  But  that 
case,  as  it  appears  to  me,  only  goes  to  the  same  point  as  Bonafoua  v. 
Bybotj  i.e.y  that  where,  by  the  terms  of  the  bond,  default  in  payment  of 
interest,  or  an  instalment,  makes  the  whole  debt  fall  due,  there  the 
bringing  of  such  interest  or  instalment  into  the  Court  will  not  suffice. 
To  hold  that  the  4  Anne,  c.  16,*s.  13,  did  not  extend  to  any  case  where 
the  bond  was  forfeited  (t.6.,  where  the  penalty  was  due  at  law)  would  be 
to  render  the  section  a  dead  letter.  For  no  bond  can  be  sued  on,  until 
''  forfeited. ''  And  then  the  statute  s.  13  steps  in  and  operates  by 
allowing  the  defendant,  nevertheless,  to  bring  what  is  dtte  into  Court. 
That  must  clearly  mean  the  whole  sum  then  payable  under  the  condi- 
tion {i.e.y  the  whole  money  mentioned,  if  none  has  been  paid  off,  or  the 
balance,  after  allowing  what  has  been  paid).  I  can  conceive  no  other 
construction  consistently  with  common  sense. 

Mr.  Justice  Manning  has  conferred  with  me  on  the  subject^  and 
concurs  with  me.  And,  I  would  add,  that  I  think  the  Court  has  this 
jurisdiction  at  law,  without  the  aid  of  the  statute  (see  Lord  MawffieiTs 
opinion,  ubisupr^.)  It  would  be  monstrous  to  send  the  defendant  into 
Equity,  to  obtain  a  i*elief,  which  we  ought  to  grant  hera  The  money, 
in  fact,  due  is  not  the  penalty,  and  one  wonders  that  the  Courts  should 
have  ever  thought  otherwise. 

(2)  3  Burr.  1370.  (3)  2  Taunt.  387. 

(4)  No  report  of  this  case  available. 
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1848.  ,  As  to  the  peculiarities  of  this  case.     The  payments  should  have  been 

Eales  ^  £aleSy  or  the  person  entitled  ;  and  in  strictness,  therefore,  a  payment 

^'  to  either  would  (in  law)  be  an  answer.     But  I  think  the  Order  shoold 


Stephen  C.J. 


recognise,  only,  payments  to  the  person  really  entitled  equitably  to 
receive  them.     Consequently  I  order, — 

First  That  the  defendant  pay  into  Court  forthwith,  the  amount 
admitted  by  him,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  having  leave  to  take  the  same 
out,  without  prejudice  to  his  claim  to  receive  more. 

Secondly.  That  it  be  referred  to  the  Prothonotary  to  enquire,  (taking 
evidence  by  affidavits  or  vivd  voce,  as  he  shall  think  fit,  as  well  of  the 
parties  as  witnesses),  and  to  report  what  is  the  amount  of  principal  and 
interest  due  on  the  bond  of  the  defendant. 

Thirdly.  That,  however,  in  taking  the  account  of  what  is  so  due,  he 
shall  exclude  from  the  credit  side  every  payment  to,  or  set  off  against 
Eales,  made  or  sought  to  be  acquired,  after  notice  or  knowledge  of  the 
right  to  receive  payment  being  in  a  third  party. 

Fourthly.  That  all  proceedings  be  in  the  mean  time  stayed  untQ 
further  order. 

Fifthly.  That  the  question  of  costs,  and  any  order  as  to  bringing  any 
further  sum  into  Court,  or  allowing  the  action  to  proceed,  or  entering  a 
judgment  of  satisfaction  under  a  statute,  be  reserved  until  after  the 
coming  in  of  such  report ;  and  each  party  is  to  have  leave  to  apply  to 
a  Judge  on  its  coming  in. 

The  report  afterwards  made  by  the  Prothonotary  was  not  in  accord- 
ance with  clause  3  of  the  Order. 

A  rule  was  afterwards  obtained  for  the  plaintiff,  calling  on  the 
defendant  to  show  cause  why  the  order  of  the  Chief  Justice  should  not 
be  set  aside,  as  having  been  made  improvidently,  and  also  why  the 
report  of  the  Prothonotary  should  not  be  set  aside. 

1849.  Lotos,  for  the  defendant,  now  showed  cause.     The  plaintiff  having 

April 2S,      appeared  at  the  reference,  has  waived  all  right  to  object  to  the  power 

of  His  Honor  to  make  the  order.     The  reference  was  in  its  nature 

equitable,  and  it  would  be  unfair  to  cause  the  defendant  to  pay  over 

again. 

The  Solicitor- General  and  Broadhiirst,  for  the  plaintiff.     The  report 

is  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  even  if  His  Honor  had  jurisdiction  to  make  the 

Order.     The  statute  confers  power  on  the  Court  only  in  matters  of 

simple  computation. 

Cur,  adv.  vulL 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

Tlie  Chief  Justice.  In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  on  the  record  was  the 
obligee  of  a  bond,  of  which  the  condition  was,  to  pay  a  certain  sum  to 
him,  or  to  Colonel  George  Barney^  or  to  the  person  or  persons  who  should 
under  the  circumstances  recited  in  the  condition,  be  entitled  to  receive 
the  sama  The  original  debtor,  as  it  appeared  by  recitals  in  the 
condition,  was  not  the  defendant  but  one  Button ;  and  the  condition  was 
in  terms,  for  payment  by  Button,  for  whom  the  defendant  in  effect  was 
surety.  The  debt  was  payable  by  instalments,  with  interest  half-yearly. 
It  was  not  shown  that  Button  had  ever  paid  any  thing ;  and  he  was  no 
party  to  the  bond.  The  defendant,  however,  had  paid  sundry  sums  of 
money  for  him,  or  on  his  behalf,  in  pursuance  (as  he  alleged)  of  the  con- 
dition; and  on  his  being  sued,  he  applied  under  the  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  13, 
for  leave  to  pay  the  balance  into  Court,  and  that  the  action  might 
thereupon  be  stayed. 

The  application  was  made  to  myself  in  Chambers,  and  not  to  the 
Court,  which  was  then  not  sitting.  No  objection,  however,  was  taken 
on  this  ground.  The  application  was  opposed,  on  the  general  ground 
that  the  statute  did  not  extend  to  a  case  of  this  kind  ;  and  it  was  in* 
sisted,  further,  that  the  payments  relied  on  were  not  in  pursuance  of  the 
condition,  but  had  been  made  by  the  defendant  in  his  own  wrong,  to  a 
person  whom  he  knew  to  have  no  claim  to  them. 

The  money  for  which  the  bocd  was  given,  was  a  mortgage  debt 
originally  due  to  the  plaintiff^  but  the  debt  had  been  assigned,  prior  to 
the  execution  of  the  bond,  as  the  condition  itself  recited,  in  the  first  place 
to  Colonel  Barney  and  (subject  thereto)  to  the  Bank  of  Australasia,  who 
were  the  real  parties  suing.  The  payments,  however,  now  in  question, 
bad  been  made  to  Bales,  in  fraud  (it  was  said)  of  those  parties ;  and 
it  was  submitted,  that  facts  of  this  unusual  kind  could  not  be  inquired 
into,  on  a  summary  application. 

It  was  my  opinion,  after  conference  with  Mr  Justice  Manning,  and 
considering  the  cases  of  Bona/ous  v,  Ryhot  (5)  and  Tighe  v.  Crajter  (3), 
that  the  enactment  in  question  applied ;  and  that,  as  it  was  necessary  to 
ascertain  what  was  due  on  the  bonds,  I  had  purely  to  direct  a  reference 
to  the  Prothonotary  for  that  purpose.  An  order  was  accordingly  made  by 
me,  first,  giving  the  defendant  leave  to  pay  into  Court,  and  the  plaintiff 
to  take  out,  the  amount  admitted  to  be  due;  secondly,  that  the  Pro- 
thonotary should  inquire  and  report  (taking  evidence  by  affidavits  or 


1849. 


JtUy  13. 
Bales 

V. 

Dangab. 


(5)  3  Burr.  1370.       (6)  2  Taant.  387. 
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1848.  •      examinations^  as  he  should  think  fit)  what  sum  if  any  remained  unpaid; 


SU^phm  C.  J. 


jgAT.M       hat,  tbirdfy,  that  in  taking  sach  accounts  he  dioald  exdade  every  pay- 
^-  ment  to,  or  item  of  set-off  against,  the  obligee  Eale»^  made  or  ariaiig 

after  notice,  or  knowledge,  of  the  ri^t  to  receive  payment  being  in  a 
third  party.  The  money  admitted  to  be  due  wsus,  accordingly,  paid  iBto 
Court)  and  the  Prothonotary  then  proceeded  to  inquire,  under  my  order, 
whether  any  further  sum  was  due.  It  appears,  however,  that  instead 
of  ascertaining  such  balance  by  giving  credit  only  for  sums  paid  to  the 
premier  party,  the  Prothonotary  has  taken  into  account  all  payment^ 
made  to  any  of  the  parties  mentioned  in  the  conditions^  and  he  has 
reported,  therefore,  simply,  that  the  bond  is  satisfied.  But  the  Prothon- 
otary has  entered  into  no  question,  under  the  third  clause  of  the 
Order,  as  to  the  party  entitled  to  such  payments ;  nor  has  he  made 
any  inquiry,  as  to  the  defendant's  knowledge  who  was  that  party. 

On  the  ground  of  those  omissions,  the  party  suing  moved  last  term  to 
set  aside  the  Prothonotary 's  report  He  sought,  also,  on  the  ground  of 
the  non- applicability  of  the  statute,  to  set  aside  my  order.  On  this  last 
point,  the  arguments  urged  on  the  application  in  Chambers  were  re- 
newed, and  it  was  contended,  that  no  such  reference  could  be  directed 
to  the  Prothonotary,  because  he  has  no  power  to  compel  the  attendance 
of  witnesses. 

We  have  considered  this  case,  and,  with  respect  to  the  order,  although 
not  until  after  much  hesitation,  we  ai^  all  finally  of  opinion  that  it  was 
rightly  made.  It  is  clear,  from  the  case  of  Enhghatd  v,  WaJLaon  (7)  that 
the  defendant  could  not  have  pleaded  a  plea  of  payment  into  Court, 
even  had  the  condition  been  to  pay  alone  to  Ecdes,  And  that  ca^e,  and 
the  case  of  Murray  v,  the  Earl  of  Stair  (8)  appear  to  furnish  authority 
for  holding  that  a  bond  for  the  payment  of  money  on  a  contingeacy,  for 
instance  (which  is  a  case  stranger  than  the  present)  is  within  the  statute 
of  4  Anne  ;  so  as  to  admit  of  money  being,  by  leave,  brought  into  Court 
under  the  13th  section.  Yet  in  many  cases  of  that  kind,  no  computa- 
tion of  the  sum  due  could  be  made,  by  the  officer  of  the  Court,  without 
inquiry  into  facts  and  dates  independently  of  mere  computation.  "Under 
the  statute  of  Anne,"  says  Baron  Afderson,  in  Encyland  v.  Watson^  "the 
Court  is  to  ascertain,  through  its  officer,  the  amount  due  for  principal 
and  interest,  and  costs,  and  to  discharge  the  defendant  from  the  debt.** 
But  the  question  what  is  due,  as  every  one  will  perceive,  will  frequently 
involve  questions  of  fact  which  may  be  disputed  on  either  side.  The 
jurisdiction  given  to  the  Court  by  the  statute,  in  the  13  th  section,  is  an 

(7)  9  M.  ft  W.  334.        (8)  2  B  &  C.  91,  93. 
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equitable  one,  to  be  summarily  eKecosaed.     The  section  enacts,  that  if        I8tf. 
the  defendant  i^U  bring  into  Oourt  all  the  principal  and  interest,  due       £Ujlss 
on  the  bond,  with  aU  the  costs  which  may  harve  been  incurred,  the  Court      Dakgas. 
shall  give  judgment  to  discharge  the  defendant.     The  amount  of  such  ^/^i^  q  j 
principal,  therefore,  and  interest,  is  the  first  question  to  be  ascertained. 
But  this  win  depend  on  the  number,  and  amount  of  the  payments  pre- 
viously made,  if  any,  and  the  dates  of  such  payments.     Surely  it  would 
be  strange  to  hold  tliat  the  enactment  might  be  rendered  inoperative,  in 
every  case,  at  the  discretion  of  the  party  suing,  by  his  thinking  fit  to 
dispute  any  such  payment.     If  the  facte,  however,  are  to  be  inquired 
into^  the  Frothonotary  is  here  the  officer  to  inquire  into  them.     And 
thai,  if  he  has  authority  given  him  to  inquire,  the  ancillary  and  subor- 
dinate power,   without  which  he  could  not  e£fectually  exercise  that 
authority,  would  seem  on  the  ordinary  principleB  of  law  to  be  included 

We  have  not  failed  to  notice  the  peculiar  character  of  this  bond,  in 
the  respect  that  the  condition  is  for  the  payment  of  money  by  instal- 
ments, and  by  a  third  person.  As  to  the  latter  point,  it  is  clear  that 
the  13th  section  of  the  4  Anne,  under  which  my  order  was  made,  extends 
only  to  cases  which  are  within  the  12th  section.  But  that  section  has 
not  been  hithei*to  applied  to  any  other  than  cases  of  money  payable  by 
the  obligor  himself.  The  words  of  the  12th  section  are  :  "  If  the  obligor, 
before  the  action  brought,  pay  to  the  obligee  the  principal  and  interest 
due  by  the  condition,  although  the  payment  was  not  made  strictly 
according  to  the  condition,  yet  it  shall  be  pleaded  in  bar,"  and  so  on. 
The  provision  would  seem  only  to  contemplate,  therefore,  payments 
made  by  the  obligor,  in  discharge  of  sums  due  (that  is  to  say,  due  under 
the  condition)  by  such  obligor  ;  whereas,  here,  the  condition  was  for 
payments  to  be  made  by  Button^  a  stranger.  We  think,  however,  that 
the  present  case,  where  the  payments  have  in  fact  been  made  by  the 
obligor,  is  within  the  spirit,  as  it  falls  within  the  letter  of  the  enact- 
ment. Substantially,  the  payment  wajs  to  be  by  him,  in  default  of  pay^ 
ment  by  Button  y  and  the  payments  relied  on  were  made  by  the  defendant 
for  Button, 

The  13th  section  then  provides  for  the  defendant  bringing  into  court, 
'<  at  any  time  pending  an  action  upon  such  bond,"  the  principal  and 
interest  due  on  it,  with  the  costs  expended;  which  money  so  brought 
io,  ''  shall  be  taken  to  be  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  bond,  and  the  Court 
shall  give  judgment  to  discharge  the  defendant  from  the  same."  It 
might  reasonably  be  doubted,  therefore,  whether  this  enactment  applied 
to  any  case  where  the  money,  when  brought  in,  could  not  be  in  full 
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1849.        satisfaction;  as,  for  instance,  where  the  amount  secured  is  payable  by 
Ealbs       instabnents,  and  the  day  for  payment  of  some  or  one  of  them  has  not 
V.  arrived.     The  difficulty  is  the  greater  by  reason  of  the  decisions  on  the 

8  and  9  WilL  III,  c.  11,  s.  8,  which  are  to  the  effect,  first,  that  allbonds 
Stejihen  C.J,  £q^  ^j^g  payment  of  money  by  instalments  are  within  the  latter  enact- 
ment, and,  secondly,  that  bonds  within  that  enactment  (see  the  judgment 
of  Holroyd  J,  in  Mxirray  v,  the  Barl  of  Stair  (9),  are  not  within  the 
statute  of  Anne.  In  Bonafints  v.  Ryhot  (10),  however,  and  in  the  cases 
of  Bridges  v.  Williamson  and  Darby  v.  WUkins  (11),  it  was  held  that 
the  defendant  might  bring  the  amount  then  due  into  court,  although 
further  sums  would  become  payable  under  the  conditions,  and  conse- 
quently the  money  brought  in  could  not  be  "  in  full  satisfaction  "  of  the 
bond,  nor  could  the  defendant  be  '^discharged  from  the  same."  But  in 
the  present  case  all  the  instalments  have  fallen  due,  and  the  balance, 
therefore,  when  ascertained,  will  be  in  full  and  final  satisfaction,  and  the 
judgment  mentioned  in  the  13th  section  may  be  given. 

The  difficulty  supposed  to  exist  in  this  case,  by  reason  of  the  doubt 
respecting  the  party  entitled,  is  one  more  apparent  than  reaL  The 
Courts  of  Law,  in  modem  times,  are  accustomed  to  recognise  the  equit- 
able interests  of  parties,  for  whom  the  person  named  on  the  record  may 
be  suing.  Here,  however,  the  condition  of  the  bond  itself,  though 
Eales  is  the  sole  obligee,  and,  therefore,  necessarily  the  person  appear- 
ing as  plaintiff,  discloses  the  facts  of  other  parties  being  interested 
The  condition,  already  mentioned  by  us'  was  not  simply  to  pay  money 
to  Bales.  But,  after  reciting  two  assignments  by  him,  it  was  to  pay 
either  him  or  one  of  two  other  persons,  according  as  they  should  seve- 
rally be  entitled,  under  the  circumstances,  to  the  money.  Payment  to 
the  plaintiff  on  the  record,  therefore,  might  be  in  effect  no  payment,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  action ;  and,  consequently,  to  determine  what  was 
due  under  such  a  bond,  a  further  enquiry — beyond  the  mere  question 
what  payments  had  been  made — became  necessary,  as  to  the  party  to 
whom  they  were  made. 

It  was  to  meet  that  peculiarity  in  the  case,  that  the  third  clause  of 

the  order  was  framed.     And,  as  no  inquiry  has  been  made  under  that 

part  of  the  order,  the  case  must  now  be  sent  back  to  the  Prothonotaiy, 

to  complete  the  reference  made  to  him.     The  costs  of  such  reference, 

and  of  my  order,  and  the  inquiry  under  it,  as  well  as  the  costs  of  this 

application,'  will  be  matter  for  consideration  on  the  coming  in  of  the 

report. 

Order  accordingly. 

(9)  2  B.  &  C.  91.         (10)  3  Burr.  1370.         (11)  2  Str.  814,  and  957. 
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PATERSON  V.  KNIGHT.  (1)  1849. 


Jvly  18. 
ITew  South  Wales  Part  ActS  WiU.  IV,  No,  6,  «.  18  and  7  Vic,  No.  12,  «.  12— 

Anchorage  qf  ship — Duty  of  Harbour  Master — Liability  of  ship's  captain,  Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J. 
and 
The  captain  of  a  ship^not  registered  in  Sydney,  is  not  liable  for  damage  done  to    Manning  J. 

another  vessel  by  an  anchor  placed  in  the  fairway,  to  which  the  ship  has  been 

moored  by  the  direction  of  the  Harbour  Master,  in  the  execution  of  his  duty,  under 

the  Port  Act. 

The  facts  and  argument,  in  this  case,  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  which  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  JasriCE.  This  was  an  action  on  the  case  against  the 
master  of  a  vessel,  for  wrongfully  placing  her  anchor,  and  keeping  it  so 
placed,  in  a  shallow  part  of  the  port  of  Newcastle,  in  this  Colony,  in  a 
position  where  persons  navigating  could  not  reasonably  have  expected 
it  to  be,  and  not  placing  or  causing  to  be  placed  any  buoy,  or  other  mark, 
to  denote  the  place  of  such  anchor,  by  means  whereof  the  plaintiffs 
steam  vessel,  while  proceeding  up  the  port,  struck  against  the  said 
anchor,  and  thereby  sustained  great  injury. 

The  defendant  pleaded  the  three  pleas  following : — 1.  Not  guilty. 

2.  That  at  the  time  when  &c,,  he  had  not  the  charge  of  the  vessel. 

3.  That  shortly  before  the  said  time,  the  vessel  had  been  duly  anchored  in 
the  port,  but  that  he  was  desirous  of  removing  her  from  the  place  of 
such  anchorage  to  another  place  within  the  same  port;  and  that  he  accord- 
ingly notified  his  desire  to  the  Harbour  Master  of  the  port,  who  went 
on  board  the  vessel  and  undertook  and  had  the  direction  and  exclusive 
management  of  her,  for  the  purpose  of  such  removal,  in  pursuance  of  the 
Port  Regulation  Act  of  this  Colony.  The  plea  then  alleged,  that  the 
anchor  was  placed  and  kept  placed,  in  the  position  and  mode  complained 
of,  exclusively  by  the  direction  and  under  the  authority  of  the  said 
Harbour  Master,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  in  that  behalf ;  with  a 
special  traverse  on  the  allegation,  that  ths  defendant  placed  or  kept  the 
said  anchor  in  manner  and  form  &c., — concluding  to  the  country. 

Issue  was  joined  in  these  pleas,  and  the  cause  was  tried  at  the  sittings 
in  March  last  before  Mr.  Justice  Manning,    It  appeared  that  the  steam 

(1)  The  Sydney  Slarning  Herald,  April  28,  July  20,  1849. 

2  I 


V. 

Knight. 
Stephen  C.J. 
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1849.        vessel  did,  in  fact,  strike  agaiust  and  was  injured  by  the  defendants 
Paterson    anchor,  as  complained  of  in  the  declaration,  she  being,  at  the  time  in 
her  course,  though  not  the  usual  course,  up  the  harbour,  and  the  presence 
of  an  anchor,  in  the  place  where  it  lay,  not  being  suspected,  in  conse- 
quence of  there  being  no  buoy,  as  (according  to  the  most  of  the  witnesses) 
there  ought  to  have  been,  to  indicate  its  position.      The  whole  question 
turned  on  the  one  point ;  whose  business  it  was,  under  the  circumstances, 
to  place  that  anchor — and,  if  necessary,  the  mark  or  buoy.     The  defen- 
dant's vessel,  several  days  before  the  injury,  had  arrived  at  Newcastle 
and  there  been  moored  at  a  wharf,  by  the  Harbour  Master.     At  that 
wharf  she  lay  securely,  until  the  occuiTing  of  a  gale  of  wind,  the  effect 
of  which  was,  to  make  her  drag  one  of  two  anchors,  (by  which,  and  a 
mooring  chain  or  chains  on  shore,  she  had  been  kept  in  her  original 
postion,)  and  to  bump  heavily  on  the  rocks  alongside  the  wharf.    The 
defendant   thereupon  applied  to  the    Harbour  Master,   who  repaired 
on  board  the  vessel,  and  caused  one  of  the  anchors  to   be    weighed, 
and  taken  across  the  channel,  to  the  spot  where  the  steam  vessel  after- 
wards came  into  collision  with  it.      The  defendant's  vessel  was  then, 
under  the  Harbour  Master's  direction  by  heaving  on  this  anchor,  hauled 
off  the  rocks,  and  slightly  from  the  wharf;  and  there  again  moored  as 
before — ^her  position,  substantially,  or  berth,  at  the  wharf,  except  as  to 
the  operation  just  described,  remaining  unchanged.     The  defendant  was 
present  at  the  removal  of  the  anchor,  but  did  not  in  any  way  interfere ; 
and  it  was  effected  by  tlie  Harbour  Master's  boat  and  men,  assisted  by 
some  of  the  defendant's  exclusively  under  the  Harbour  Master's  ordeis. 
In  like  manner,  the  ship's  crew  hauled  on  the  anchor,  under  the  same 
direction.     No  buoy  was  put  down,  because,  according  to  the  Harbour 
Master,  he  did  not  think  one  necessary.     Where  a  buoy  is  used,  it  is 
almost  invariably  attached  to  the  anchor  in  the  first  instance,  so  that  the 
anchor  is  let  down  with  it.     A  buoy  can  be  attached  afterwards,  but  not 
without  the  aid  of  an  expert  diver.     In  either  case,  a  knowledge  of  the 
depth  of  water  is  of  course,  essential.     These  were  the  material  points  of 
the  evidence.     There  were  several  witnesses  called,  however,  as  to  the 
general  practice  in  various  ports,  where  there  is  a  Harbour  Master,  re- 
specting the  mooring  and  anchorage  of  vessels,  but  chiefly,  the  defendant 
reUed  on  the  enactments  in  the  New  South  Wales  Port  Act — ^being  the 
3  Will.  IV,  s.  18,  as  amended  by  the  7  Vic,  No.  12,  s.  12.    The  admission 
of  the  evidence  as  to  usage  was  objected  to,  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel. 

His  Honor  told  the  jury  that  on  these  facts  their  verdict  shotjd,  in 
his  opinion,  be  for  the  defendant.  But  to  save  expense,  he  requested  them 
to  answer  certain  questions  which  he  then  put  to  them,  and  to  assess 
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damages  for  the  plaintiff  contingently,  the  defendant  consenting  that  a         1849. 
verdict  and  judgment  should  be  entered  for  them,  in  the  plaintiff's  favour,     Paterson 
if  the  Court  should  think  him  under  the  circumstances  entitled  to  recover.      ^^    **• 

IvliIGlIT. 


The  facts  found  by  the  Jury,  in  answer  to  his  Honor's  questions,  were 
the  following: — That  the  anchor,  in  the  place  in  w^hich  it  was,  without  a 
buoy  to  denote  its  position,  was  dangerous  to  navigation ;  that  it  caused 
the  injury  complained  of;  and  that  the  steamer,  when  she  received  it,  was 
not  out  of  her  proper  course  ;  that  the  defendant  was  master  of  the  vessel, 
to  secure  which  the  anchor  was  placed  ;  but  that  he  had  nob  cliarge  of 
her,  for  the  purpose  of  so  placing  the  anchor  ;  that  it  was  placed  by  the 
Harbour  Master,  in  the  manner  stated  in  his  evidence ;  and  that  a  buoy 
ought  to  have  been  placed  with  it ;  but  that  according  to  maritime  usage, 
the  placing  of  the  buoy  was  the  duty  of  the  Harbour  Master. 

In  the  last  term,  the  plaintiff  moved  that  the  verdict  should  be  entered 
for  him,  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved,  or  for  a  new  trial.  It  wtis  con- 
tended, that  the  Judge's  direction  was  wrongs  and  that  the  questions 
nieutioned  ought  not  to  have  been  put  to  the  Jury.  It  was  insisted  that 
the  finding,  as  to  the  Harbour  Master's  duty,  with  reference  to  maritime 
usage,  was  beyond  their  province,  and  the  objection  to  the  receipt  of  evi- 
dence, to  show  such  usage,  was  renewed.  As  to  the  Port  Regulation  Act, 
it  was  argued  that  the  Harbour  Master's  duty  ceased,  with  the  mooring 
of  the  vessel ;  that  there  was,  in  fact,  no  "  removal "  within  the  meaning 
of  the  section  relied  on ;  and  tliat  his  placing  of  the  anchor,  when  not 
necessary  for  that  purpose,  was  therefore  an  intermeddling  for  which  the 
defendant  was  responsible  :  that,  at  all  events,  the  defendant  was  guilty 
of  gross  negligence,  in  allowing  the  anchor  to  remain  without  a  buoy ; 
\%'hich  it  was  his  duty  to  have  placed,  to  prevent  accidents  from  the 
anchor.  The  defendant,  it  was  said,  could  not  relieve  himself  from 
responsibility,  unless  the  employing  of  the  Harbour  Master  was  compul- 
sory on  him,  which  it  was  not,  in  this  matter.  The  question  whether  the 
defendant  had  charge  of  the  vessel,  for  the  purpose  of  shifting  the  position 
of  the  anchor  was  one  of  law,  and  not  of  fact ;  and  the  jury  could  not 
determine  it.  The  act  of  the  Harbour  Master,  under  the  circumstances, 
was  the  act  of  the  defendant.  The  finding  of  the  Jury  was  further 
objected  to,  in  respect  that  they  described  the  manner  in  which  the  anchor 
was  placed,  by  reference  merely  to  the  Harbour  Master's  testimony. 

The  case  was  argued  by  Mr.  Broadkurst  and  Mr.  Fisher  for  the  plain- 
tifii  and  the  Solicitor-General  and  Mr.  Darvall  for  the  defendant ;  and 
the  following  cases  and  authorities  were  cited :  Bennett  r.  Moria  (2) ; 

(2)  1  Holt  R.  360. 


Strijhcn  C.J. 
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1849.        Lucey  v,  Ingram  (3) ;  Beilhy  v,  Scott  (4)  ;  Case  of  the  Eden  (5) ;   the 
Paterson     Gipaey  King  (6)  ;  the  Massachtisete  (7)  ;  Taylor  v.  Clay  (8)  ;  and  M*Into^ 

Knight.  ^  ' 

StejjhenCJ,  We  have  fully  considered  this  case,  and,  on  the  whole,  we  are  all 
agreed  in  opinion,  that  the  direction  and  verdict  were  right.  The 
defendant's  vessel  was  one  not  registered  in  Sydney,  or  employed  in  the 
coasting  trade,  and,  therefore,  was  of  the  description  of  vessel  governed 
by  the  Port  Act,  s.  18.  That  section  enacts,  that  whenever  any  sudi 
vessel  arrives  in  any  port  or  harbour,  the  Harbour  Master  shall  repidr 
on  board  of  her,  and  appoint  the  place  where  she  shall  cast  anchor,  and, 
whenever  the  Master  shall  desire  to  remove  the  vessel  from  one  place  at 
mooring  or  anchorage  to  another,  he  shall  notify  his  desire  to  the  Harbour 
Master,  who  shall  go  on  board  of  the  vessel,  and  (unless  he  shall  see 
reason  to  the  contrary)  shall  direct  the  removal  thereof ;  and  for  every 
such  service,  such  Harbour  Master  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  the  fees 
set  forth  in  a  schedule.  Now,  at  6rst  sight,  from  the  wording  of  this 
enactment,  it  would  appear  that  the  duties  of  the  Harbour  Master  were^ 
only  to  appoint  the  place- of  anchorage  and  direct  the  removal  af  a  vessel, 
leaving  it  to  the  Master,  thereupon,  to  carry  out  the  operation  on  his 
own  responsibility.  But,  having  reference  to  the  schedule  incorporated 
with  the  section,  and  to  the  reason  of  the  thing,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  entire  duty  is  cast  on  the  Harbour  Master.  He  is  to  receive 
fees  for  repairing  on  board,  and  appointing  the  place  of  anchorage,  or 
for  the  removal  of  the  vessel  consistently  with  these  terms,  it  cannot  he 
that  he  is  only  to  appoint  the  place  to  which  the  vessel  is  to  he  removed : — 
he  is  to  be  paid  for  a  service  which  is  described  as  being  the  removal  of 
the  vessel. 

The  objects  of  the  Act,  and  the  nature  of  the  service  to  be  performed, 
are  then  to  be  considered.  The  objects  are  the  preservation  of  the 
harbours  from  injury,  and  the  regulation  of  the  shipping  generally  within 
them.  But  the  proper  place  for  an  anchor,  and  the  question  whether  a 
buoy  is  necessary  or  not,  having  regard  to  the  safety  of  navigation  in  the 
harbour,  will  depend  on  the  depth  of  the  water,  and  other  considerations, 
with  which  it  is  the  Harbour  Master's  peculiar  province  to  be  acquainted. 
And  since,  as  the  evidence  at  the  trial  showed,  the  buoy  is  ordinarily 
attached  to  the  anchor  in  the  first  instance,  where  it  is  attached  at  all, 
and  a  stranger  has  not  (or  may  not  have)  the  means  of  knowing  when  a 

(3)  6  M.  &  W.  315.  (4)  7  M.  &  W.  93.  (6)  10  Jur.  296.  (6)  11  Jur.  357, 
and  2  W.  Rob.  Ad.  637-  (7)  1  W.  Rob.  Ad.  373.  (8)  11  Jur.  277.  (9)  G  B. 
&  C.  657. 
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buoy  is  required,  the  duty  of  causing  one  to  be  so  attached  would  seem,         1849. 

ahnost  conclusively,  to  be  incident  to  that  of  directing  the  anchorage,  or     Paterson 

the  removal,  of  the  vessel.    If,  however,  to  direct  the  removal  of  a  vessel  *• 

.    „  .         ,        1  Knight. 

be,  practically,  to  supenntend  and  carry  out  such  removal,  we  may 

reasonably  hold  that  to  appoint  the  place  of  anchorage  (the  duties  being 
precisely  of  the  same  nature),  is  in  effect  to  superintend,  in  like  manner, 
all  things  connected  with  such  anchorage.  We  need  not  determine  that 
point,  however,  as  we  think  that,  on  a  fair  construction  of  the  enactment, 
the  duty  performed  here  was  that  of  removiiig  the  vessel.  It  appears 
that  she  had  drifted  (though  slightly)  on  to  some  rocks,  and  that  the 
defendant,  for  that  reason,  was  desirous  of  removing  her.  But,  had  he 
done  so,  leaving  thereby  his  appointed  place  of  anchorage,  he  would  have 
rendered  the  Harbour  Master's  discharge  of  duty,  in  that  respect,  per- 
fectly useless.  It  would  be  absurd  to  suppose  that  the  Harbour  Master 
may  direct  the  place  of  anchorage,  but  that  the  Master  of  the  vessel  may 
then  quit  it.  The  Harbour  Master's  duty  was  plainly  meant  to  be,  to 
control  and  regulate  all  such  matters  for  the  general  benefit ;  and  the 
defendant's  interference  with  it,  would  therefore  have  impeded  him  in  the 
proper  performance  of  that  duty.  The  defendant,  however,  complying 
with  the  enactment,  notifies  his  desire  of  removal  to  the  Harbour 
Master,  who  accordingly  does  remove  her.  It  is  quite  true,  that  the 
removal  was  a  slight  one,  but  it  was  sufiScient  for  the  purpose.  The  vessel 
was  removed  from  her  then  dangerous  position  to  the  spot  (or  nearly  to 
the  spot)  she  had  previously  occupied.  And  we  are  of  opinion  that,  as 
this  was  effected  under  the  immediate  direction  of  the  Harbour  Master, 
and  the  placing  of  the  anchor,  to  which  the  placing  of  a  buoy,  when 
necessary,  is  incident,  was  the  mode  by  which  such  removal  was  effected, 
the  act  or  omission  complained  of  was  that  of  the  Harbour  Master,  and 
not  the  defendant,  and,  consequently,  that  this  action  is  not  maintain- 
able. 

The  judgment  which  we  have  thus  expressed  renders  it  unnecessary  to 
consider  the  other  points  in  the  case.  The  duty  of  the  Harbour  Master, 
in  respect  of  placing  a  buoy,  in  general,  may  or  may  not  be  affected  by 
maritime  usage,  and  the  question,  in  this  case,  may  not  be  in  any  degree 
dependent  on  usage.  We  have  dealt  with  it  as  a  mere  question  of  law, 
on  the  evidence  reported  to  us  as  to  the  fact  of  the  removal,  and  its  cir- 
cumstances, irrespective  of  any  usage ;  and  have  considered  the  verdict, 
therefore,  simply  in  connection  with  the  Judge's  direction,  independently 
of  the  special  finding  of  the  Jury,  on  the  questions  put  to  them. 

Verdict  entered  for  defendant 
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1S49.  DOE  (lem.  LONG  v.  DELANEY.  (1) 

Imjmwnmenl  for  (hit— 10  Vic,  Xo.  7,  s.  3 — *' Jiidgmeiit"— Consent  rult  for 
Stfiihfn  C.J.  ^>ay;ne«^  of  costs. 

ZHckiiifion  J. 

and 
Manninn  J.        Defendant  having  entered  into  a  consent  rale  for  payment  of  coets  to  the  plun- 

tiff,  a  writ  of  ca,  sa.  was  afterwards  obtained  thereon  by  the  pUdntifT,  and  the 

defendant  imprisoned. 

Ifehl  (pn'  the  Chief  Justice  and  Manning  J.),  the  plaintiff  was  a  judgment  creditor 
within  the  meaning  of  sec.  3, 10  Vic,  No.  7,  on  the  consent  rule ;  (per  DirJhn^off,*!. 
dissf^nttentem)  the  word  "judgment "  was  not  applicable  to  the  consent  role,  once 
the  Act  should  be  construed  strictly. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  commenced  in  tbe  ordinary  way  against 
Richaiyi  Roe.  Afterwards,  the  defendants,  by  a  consent  rule,  consented 
that  if  the  plaintiff  could  not  prosecute  his  suit,  because  of  their  not 
confessing  lease,  entry,  and  ouster,  then  they  undertook  to  pay  the 
plaint ift*'s  costs,  to  be  taxed.  The  plaintiff  was  non-suited  at  the  trial, 
the  defendant  refusing  to  confess  as  agreed.  An  order  was  then  ob- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  for  the  issue  of  a  writ  of  ca.  5a.,  for  his  costs, 
under  10  Vic,  No.  7,  s.  3.  Under  this  writ  the  defendant^  Margaret 
Delaney,  was  taken  in  execution. 

The  SoIiclff/r-General  and  Lowe  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  order  for 
the  issue  of  tlie  writ  of  ca,  sa.y  and  all  subsequent  proceedings  thereon. 
They  contended  that  the  Act,  being  in  restraint  of  the  liberty  of  the 
subject,  must  be  construed  strictly,  that  the  plaintiiBThad  never  obtained 
a  ^^ Judgment"  against  the  defendant.  The  consent  rule  was  not  an 
absolute  oixier  for  the  payment  of  money. 

Fuher  contra. 

The  Chief  Justice  said,  as  to  the  last  point  taken,  the  case  Doe  dem. 
Pennington  v.  Barrett  (2),  was  a  decisive  authority  against  it,  and  there- 
fore he  would  say  no  more  as  to  this  point.  The  only  point  now, 
therefore,  was  whether  the  plaintiff,  as  against  the  defendant,  Margaret 
Delanet/y  was  a  judgment  creditor,  or  had  a  judgment  against  her.  The 
opinion  he  now  entertained  was  similar  to  that  he  had  formed  when  the 
case  came  before  him  in  Ghamliers.  He  was  of  opinion  then  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  judgment  creditor  against  the  defendant  on  the  consent 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  July  3,  1849.        (2)  16  L.J.,  Q.B.  296. 
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rule,  that  it  was  in  effect  a  judgment,  and  that  he  was  consequently         1849. 

right  in  issuing  a  ca.  sa,  upon  it  under  the  3rd  section  of  the  10  Victoria,         j)q^ 

No.  7.     The  opinion  he  had  formed  when  the  case  was  in  Chambers  was        ^"** 

^  Long 

not  free  from  doubts,  and  the  arguments  of  to-day  had  rather  increased  v. 

than  lessened  them.      Looking  at  this  Act,  and  the  other  it  meant  to 

simplify,  it  was  manifest  the  framer  of  the  latest  in  date  was  aware  of  ^^^i'^^^-J- 

the  distinction  between  judgments,  in  the  common  acceptation  of  the 

^Birord,  and  decrees  and  orders  of  the  Court,  but  still  used  in  the  latter 

Act,  the  words  "judgment"  and  "judgment  creditor,"  for  brevity  sake, 

to  include  both  kinds. 

Dickinson,  J.,  said  he  regretted  he  could  not  concur  in  the  judgment 
of  the  rest  of  the  Court.  He  had  arrived  at  a  different  conclusion.  It 
was  not  for  him,  in  construing  the  Act,  to  conjecture  what  might  be  or 
not  be  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  drawing  the  Act.  If  he 
might  do  so  perhaps  he  might  imagine  that  the  Legislature  intended 
the  Act  to  include  such  'a  case  as  this.  It  was  for  him  to  construe  the 
-words  of  the  Legislature  as  he  found  them,  by  certain  well-known, 
"well-defined,  artificial  rules.  He  would  construe  the  Act  in  question 
strictly,  and  would  give  to  certain  words  their  well-known  meaning. 
He  therefore  would  hold  that  the  words  "  judgment  creditor"  was  not 
applicable  to  the  plaintiff  nor  the  word  "judgment"  to  the  consent 
rule.  It  was  evident  these  words  in  the  Act  were  not  used  in  the 
mere  conventional  sense  sometimes  expressed,  but  were  used  in  contra- 
distinction to  the  words,  orders,  and  decrees,  &c.  He  therefore  con- 
sidered that  a  judgment  obtained  by  a  plaintiff  against  a  defendant  was 
only  to  come  within  the  force  of  the  clause  in  question,  and  its  operation 
could  not  be  extended  to  the  case  of  a  defendant  obtaining  a  judgment 
against  a  plaintiff. 

Manning,  J.,  delivered  a  judgment  in  accordance  with  that  expressed 

by  His  Honor  the  Chief  Justice, 

Apj^licaiion  re/used. 
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1S49.  [In  Chambers.] 

Aug.  27. 


Stephen  C.J. 


BANK  OF  AUSTRALASIA  r.  WALKER  (1) 
Jwry  Act— 'II  Vie.,  No.  20,  *.  S^— Costs  o/tpeekUjury. 

A  plMntaff^  who  has  diacontiiiaed,  is  liable  for  the  costs  of  a  Special  Jury,  paid 
by  the  defendant,  and  alw  for  the  defendant's  costs  of  obtaining  the  order  for  the 
same. 

In  tlus  matter,  heard  in  Chambers  before  the  Chief  Justice^  judgment 
was  delivered  on  Aagost  27tL 

The  Chief  Justice.  The  judgment  in  this  case  decides  the  question 
of  liability  of  a  plaintiff  to  the  costs  of  a  Special  Jury,  the  order  for 
which  was  obtained  by  the  defendant. 

The  defendant  obtained  an  Order  in  this  case  for  a  Special  Jury,  and 
thereupon  paid  £6  jury  fees  to  the  Prothonotary.  Afterwards  the 
plaintifi^  without  going  to  trial,  discontinued  his  action  ;  and  the  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  £6,  and  the  costs 
of  the  said  Order,  taxed  to  him  as  costs  in  the  cause,  under  section  32 
of  the  Jury  Act.  The  Prothonotary  having  declined  to  allow  tBem 
unless  directed  by  a  Judge,  the  question  comes  before  me  on  an  appli- 
cation to  review  his  taxation. 

Mr.  BroadJiurst  for  the  plaintiff,  relied  on  the  cases  in  10  ^.  and  C, 
701  (2),  and  in  2  Bowling,  P.C,  518  (3),  and  9  Dowling,  P.C,  51  (4); 
and  on  the  provisions  in  section  33  of  the  Jury  Act,  Mr.  Fisher  for  the 
defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  argued  that  those  were  not  applicable,  as 
in  England  no  costs  for  a  Special  Jury  are  paid,  unless  there  be  a  trial, 
whereas  here,  the  parties  pay  either  on  taking  out  the  Order,  or  on  setting 
the  cause  down  for  trial.  Further,  he  contended  that  section  33  did  not 
apply,  in  terms,  to  any  case  where  there  was  not  a  trial,  ai\d  relied  on  the 
decision  of  the  Judges  in  Tabsley  v.  Buckland  (5),  (26th  May,  1847),  to 
show  that  where  a  certificate  could  not  possibly  be  either  given  or 
refused,  there  the  enactment  requiring  a  certificate  was  not  in  force. 

I  have  looked  into  the  cases  cited,  and  conferred  with  Mr.  Justice 
Manning  on  this  question,  and  we  are  of  opinion  with  the  defendant, 
for  the  reasons  urged  by  his  Counsel.  I  therefore  direct  the  Protho- 
notary to  allow  the  costs  in  question. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Ha-ald,  Augnst  28th,  1849.     (2)  Wood  v,  Grimtcood. 
(3)  Bell  V,  Tainthorp,        (4)  Morgan  v.  Miller,        (5)  No  reliable  report 
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DOE  cfew.  WILSON  v,  TERRY.  (1) 

1849 
21  Jac,  I,  c.  14 — 3  &  4  WUL  TV,  c.  27 — Possession  to  oust  the  Crown— Ir\fonnaiion 1 


of  intrusion — Sixty  years*  adverse  possession,  Oct,  4. 

If  the  statute  21  Jac.  I,  c  14,  is  in  force  in  the  Colony,  its  eflfect  is  not,  where  iHckinsonS', 
the  lands  of  the  Crown  are  the  subject  of  an  intrusion,  to  put  the  Crown  out  of         and 
possession,  but,  having  more  than  a  bare  right  of  entry,  notwithstanding  the  in-  Manning  J. 
trusion  be  of  20  years'  duration,  the  Crown  can  convey  those  lands  effectually  by 
grant,  without  having  recourse  to  an  Information  of  Intrusion  (but,  semble,  the 
statute  is  not  in  force). 

The  Crown  is  not  included  in  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  person  *'  in  3  &  4  Will. 
IV,  c  27.  The  right  of  the  Crown  can  only  be  barred  by  sixty  years'  adverse  pos- 
session. 

New  Trial  Motion, 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  case  having  again  gone  down  to  trial,  in 
consequence  of  our  decision  at  the  close  of  last  year,  on  the  points  then 
raised,  the  defendant  on  this  occasion  set  up  as  a  defence,  under  the 
21  Jac.  I,  a  14,  a  possession  in  various  parties,  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
Crown  Grant,  for  about  20  years.  That  date  was  the  14th  February, 
1835;  and  the  death  of  Ambrose  William  Wilson,  the  co-grantee  with 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  after  that  date,  and  before  the  date  of  the 
demise  laid  in  the  declaration,  was  proved.  The  evidence  relied  on  by 
the  defendant  was  the  following : — One  witness  said  that  he  knew  the 
property  in  1813,  when  there  were  two  cottages  on  it,  one  of  which 
was  occupied  by  a  Government  storekeeper  as  his  private  residence. 
Other  witnesses  proved,  that  one  Josephs  lived  on  the  property  in  1818 ; 
that,  before  Christmas,  1834,  work  was  done  to  some  old  houses  on  it, 
by  the  orders  of  Mr.  Samuel  Terry,  and  that  the  latter  soon  afterwards 
pulled  them  down,  and  laid  the  foundation  of  new  ones  on  the  site.  It 
was  also  stated  that  from  1812  or  1813  up  to  1835,  the  premises  were 
always  occupied.  No  title  in  Samuel  Terry  was  shown,  otherwise  than 
by  the  above  mentioned  acts  of  ownership,  and  no  privity  or  connection 
was  attempted  to  be  shown  between  him  and  the  former  occupiers,  or 
any  of  them,  or  between  him  and  the  present  defendant.  It  was  con- 
tended, however,  that  the  facts  established  a  possession  adverse  to  the 

(1)  The  Sydney  Horning  Herald,  Oct.  6,  1849,  and  2  aCR.  App.  1.    Cited  11 

N.8.W.L.R.,367;  12  N.S.W.L.R.,  123, 
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1849.        Crown,  for  the  period  mentioned  ;  and  that,  under  the  statute  of  James, 
j)Qg         as  that  period  exceeded  twenty  years,  the  Grant  was  invalid  for  want  of 
Tv^*^"'*         a  previous  adjudication  of  title  in  the  Crown. 

Terry.  ^^-  Justice  Dickinson  told  the  Jury  that,  supposing  the  statute  to  be 

Stevhm  C  J  ^^  force  in  this  Colony,  its  effect  was  not  to  put  the  Crown  out  of  posses- 
sion ;  and  that  the  Crown,  having  more  than  a  bare  right  of  entry, 
could,  notwithstanding  an  intrusion  on  its  lands  for  twenty  years,  convey 
those  lands  effectually  by  grant,  describing  them,  without  other  or  more 
express  woixis.  His  Honor  said  that  the  evidence  of  possession,  in  this 
case,  was  sonie  evidence  to  show  a  seizin  in  fee  in  the  individuals  occu- 
pying, but  that,  on  the  other  hand,  the  issuing  of  the  grant  in  1835  was 
an  act  of  ownership,  tending  to  show  seizin  at  that  time  in  the  Crown. 
And  referring  to  the  decision  of  this  Court  in  HcUfield  v,  Alford^  in  the 
year  1846,  he  directed  the  Jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  unless  they 
thought  that  the  evidence  for  the  defendant  established  a  title  in  those 
parties,  or  some  one  claiming  under  them  by  a  grant  from  the  Crown 
prior  to  that  of  1835.  His  Honor  said  that  if  the  Crown  could,  when 
it  issued  that  grant,  have  successfully  maintained  an  Information  of 
Intrusion,  its  grantee  was  entitled  to  recover  in  this  ejectment. 

The  Jury  having  found  for  the  plaintiff,  a  new  trial  was  moved  for 
in  April  last,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  verdict  was 
against  the  evidence.  The  case  was  argued  by  the  SolicUor-GeMralj 
Mr.  Donnelly,  and  Mr.  Fisher  for  the  defendant,  and  by  Mr.  BroadhunA 
and  Mr.  Lotve  for  the  plaintiff.  It  was  contended  by  the  latter,  that 
the  21  Jac.  I,  c.  14,  did  not  extend  to  New  South  Wales,  to  the  circum- 
stances of  which  such  a  provision  was  wholly  inapplicable.  By  the 
ordinary  rules  of  law,  they  said,  it  clearly  would  not  extend  here ;  and 
the  enactment  in  the  9  Geo.  lY,  c.  83,  s.  24,  notwithstanding  the  term 
"  apjylied  "  there  used,  could  not  reasonably  be  construed  as  introducing 
any  and  every  statute,  physically  susceptible  of  application,  without 
regard  to  its  unfitness  and  inapplicability,  or  utter  unsuitableness  to  our 
condition  and  circumstances.  But,  if  in  force,  they  maintained  that  the 
effect  of  21  Jac.  I  was,  merely,  in  the  cases  to  which  it  applied,  to  put 
the  Crown  to  the  proof  of  its  title ;  which,  in  this  action,  was  proved. 
They  submitted,  however,  that  there  was  not  any  evidence  at  the  trial 
of  a  possession  adverse  to  the  Crown,  without  which,  no  question  on  the 
statute  would  arise.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended,  for  the 
defendant,  that  the  21  Jac.  I  takes  away  all  right  of  entry  from  the 
Crown  where  it  has  been  twenty  years  out  of  possession ;  and  that,  if 
the  Crown  could  not  enter  on  the  land  in  such  cases,  and  summarily 


SUPREME    COURT   CASES.  ^^^ 

eject  the  intruder,  it  could  not  enable  an  individual  to  enter  by  the         18^* 
evasion  of  issuing  a  grant.     The  learned  counsel  said  that  a  right  of         Doe 
entry  could  not  be  assigned,  and  that  a  right  of  action,  if  assignable,      -ri        . 
could  only  be  assigned  by  express  words.     They  maintained,  that  after  v. 

a  loss  of  possession  for  twenty  years,  an  Information  of  Intrusion  was 
indispensable,  or  an  Inquest  of  Office.  They  submitted  that,  inde-  ^^  ^ 
pendently  of  the  provision  in  the  21  Jao.  I,  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
3  «k  4  Will.  IV,  a  27,  s.  2,  prevented  the  plaintiff  here  from  recovering. 
Finally  they  urged  that  the  possession  in  this  case,  as  no  such  point  was 
made  at  the  trial,  must  be  taken  here  to  have  been  adverse,  or,  if  not, 
that  a  new  trial  should  be  granted  to  determine  that  question. 

The  cases  and  authorities  cited  were  the  following: — Doc  v,  Mor- 
ris (2)  ;  Magdalen  College  Case  (3)  ;  Vin,  Ah.  Prerogative  of  the  King, 
M.  6.  and  G.  h  3 ;  Miles  v.  Williams  (4) ;  Travell  v,  Carteret  (5)  ; 
Ch.  Prerog,  399 ;  Bac,  Ab,  Prerogative,  E.  3  and  5,  and  R  3  ;  Crocker 
V.  Dormer  (6);  Doe  v.  Redfeni  (7);  Doe  v.  Roberts  (8);  Anonymous  (9); 
Com.  Dig.  Prerogative,  D.  71  ;  Attorney  General  v.  Steivart  (10);  Cro- 
mer's  case  (11);  tStaun.  Prerog.  54  ;  4  Inst.  116;  The  Queen  v.  Bray- 
hrookes  (12);  Xorthampton  v.  St.  John  (13);  Lord  PageiUs  Case  (14)  ; 
Attorney -General  v.  Parsons  (15) ;  and  Hatfield  v.  Alford  in  this  Court, 
1846  (16).  The  Statutes  8  Hen.  VI,  cap.  16,  and  18  Hen.  VI,  cajts. 
1  and  6,  were  also  referred  to. 

We  took  time  to  consider  of  our  judgment,  and  also  to  examine  the 
Colonial  Act  of  Van  Diemen\s  Land,  declaring  the  non-applicability 
of  the  Statute  of  James  to  that  colony  (passed  in  consequence  of  a 
difference  of  opinion  between  the  then  two  Judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  there,  on  that  question),  and  to  procure  a  copy  of  an  opinion, 
which  we  were  informed  had  been  given  by  the  Attorney  and  Solicitor- 
Greneral  of  England,  in  reference  to  which  that  Act  was  disallowed  by 
the  Queen.  We  have  been  favoured  with  a  perusal  of  that  opinion, 
bearing  date  the  1st  November,  1842 ;  and  we  have  looked  into  the 
cases  and  authorities,  which  were  cited  on  the  argument  before  us,  and 
the  result  at  which  we  have  arrived  is,  that  the  direction  by  Mr. 
Justice  Dickinson  to  the  Jury  was  right,  and  that  there  ought  to  be  no 
new  trial. 

The  21  Jac.  I,  cap.  14,  on  which  the  main  question  in  this  case 
depends,  is  thus  intituled,  "  An  Act  to  Admit  the  Subject  to  plead  the 

(2)  2  Bing.  N.C.  189.  (3)  11  Rep.  70  a.  (4)  1  P.  Wms.  252.  (5)  Levinz  135. 
(6)  Popham  26.  (7)  12  East  96.  (8)  13  M.  &  W.  520.  (9)  3  Leonard  198. 
(10)  2  Meriv.  159.  (11)  Cited  in  3  Rep.  4.  (12)  1  Leonard  271.  (13)  2  Leonard 
56.       (14)  1  Leonard  202.       (l."))  2  M.  &  W.  25.       (16)  Ante,  p.  330. 
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1849.        geQeral  Issue,  in  Informations  of  Intrusion  brought  on  behalf  of  the 

Dog         King's  Majesty,  and  retain  possession  until  trial."     It  recites,  that  the 

J^^'        King  may  by  his  prerogative  "  enforce  the  subject,  in  Informations  of 

V,  Intrusion  brought  against  him,  to  a  special  pleading  of  his  title.     It 

then  enacts,  that,  whenever  the  King  shall  have  been  out  of  possession 

Stephen  C.J.  f^j,  twenty  years,  or  shall  not  have  taken  the  profits  of  the  land  within 

that  space,  "  before  any  Information  of  Intrusion  brought  to  recover 

the  same,"  the  defendant  in  every  such  case  may  plead  the  General 

Issue,  and  shall  not  be  pressed  to  plead  specially — ''and  that,  in  such 

cases,  the  defendant  or  defendants  shall  retain  the  possession  he  or  they 

had  at  the  time  of  such  information  exhibited,  until  the  title  be  tried, 

found,  or  adjudged  for  the  King."     There  is  only  one  other  clause  in 

the  Act,  which  provides  that,  where  an  Information  of  Intrusion  may 

fitly  be  brought  for  the  King,  no  Scire  Fadaa  shall  be  brought  where- 

unto  the  subject  shall  be  forced  to  a  special  pleading,  and  be  deprived 

of  the  grace  intended  by  this  Act, 

It  is  insisted  that  the  effect  of  that  statute  is,  supposing  it  to  be  in 
force  in  these  colonies,  to  prevent  the  Crown  from  granting  any  of  the 
waste  lands,  of  which  it  shall  not  have  had  the  possession,  or  received 
the  profits,  for  twenty  years ;  and  to  compel  it,  as  a  preliminary  step,  to 
proceed  against  the  intruder  or  intruders  by  information  or  other 
prerogative  remedy.  We  are  quite  clear  that  no  such  efiect  is  attribut- 
able to  the  statute.  Of  the  mischievous  consequences,  the  extensive 
^  and  serious  evils,  which  would  inevitably  follow  from  such  a  construc- 
tion, we  need  say  nothing.  The  circumstances  of  newly  discovered  and 
unpeopled  territories,  claimed  by  and  vested  in  the  Crown,  on  behalf  of 
all  its  subjects,  are  so  widely  different  from  those  of  a  populated  and 
long-settled  country,  in  which  the  lands  never  practically  belonged  to 
the  Crown,  and  (with  the  exception  of  a  few  tracts  and  scattered  pro- 
perties, often  acquired  by  the  Sovereign  originally  by  purchase)  have 
for  centuries  been  owned  and  cultivated  by  its  subjects,  that  a  moment^s 
reflection  would  present  them  to  the  mind  even  of  a  stranger.  Tlie 
lands  in  new  territories  are  unoccupied  and  waste,  until  granted  by  ihe 
Crown  to  some  individual,  willing  to  reclaim  them  from  a  state  of 
nature.  The  Crown  derives  no  "profits"  from  them,  and  could  in  the 
literal  sense  no  more  "possess"  them  than  it  could  the  animals  which 
roam,  unmolested,  over  the  vast  area  which  they  embrace.  In  England, 
as  we  observed  in  the  case  of  the  Attorney-General  v.  Brotcn  (17), 
the  title  of  the  Sovereign  to  land  is  a  fiction ;  or,  where  the  Crown 

(17)  2  S.  C.  R.  App.  30 ;  1846-7,  aiUe,  p.  312. 
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really  owns  land,  the  property  is  enjoyed  as  that  of  a  subject  is,  and  by  1849. 
a  title  which  admits  of  proof  by  documentary  and  other  evidence.  dq^ 
Here,  the  title  of  the  Crown  as  universal  occupant  is  a  reality,  and  there  ^5^^* 
is  no  proof  of  it  required,  or  admissible.     The  acquisition  of  the  country,  v, 

and  its  settlement  by  British  subjects,  are  matters  of  judicial  cognizance.  kr^y. 
In  such  a  territory  it  will  unavoidably  happen  that  many  spots  of  '^^^^"^^  ^•*^* 
ground  may  be  occupied  for  a  series  of  years  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  Crown  or  its  officers ;  or,  if  by  their  knowledge,  without  the  means 
(or,  frequently,  the  wish)  to  disturb  the  parties.  In  many  instances  the 
Crown  has  given  land  for  fourteen  or  twenty-one  years,  meaning 
eventually  to  grant  it  in  fee.  If  in  all  such  cases  of  derelict  possession, 
where  extending  over  twenty  years,  the  Crown  is  to  be  put  to  its 
Information  of  Intrusion,  and  grants  of  such  lands,  issued  or  to  be 
issued,  are  and  will  be  invalid,  because 'of  no  previous  adjudication  of  its 
title,  in  such  a  proceeding,  the  inconveniences  and  evils  to  the  public 
will  be  enormous. 

But  why,  either  here  or  in  England,  should  such  a  construction  be 
given  to  the  statute  ]  What  benefit  would  the  intruder  on  the  Crown 
gain,  as  a  defendant  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown,  that  he  would  not  equally 
possess  as  a  defendant  in  an  ejectment  1  Kone  that  we  can  discover. 
Why,  then,  the  Crown  should  not  grant  the  derelict  land,  leaving  it  to 
the  grantee,  at  his  own  risk  and  cost,  to  prosecute  and  prove  at  once 
the  Crown's  claim  and  his  own,  it  would  be  impossible  to  say.  But,  if 
no  ground  or  reason  for  the  enactment  supposed  can  be  suggested,  the 
Court  will  assuredly  not  strain  the  words  to  meet  an  imaginary  evil. 
The  object  and  the  occasion  of  the  Act"  are  stated,  and  the  former  will 
be  fully  attained  in  every  conceivable  case,  without  the  restriction  con- 
tended for.  Before  the  passing  of  that  Act,  the  Crown  could  compel 
the  defendant,  in  an  Information  of  Intrusion,  in  all  cases,  to  set  out 
his  title  specially  on  the  record.  The  defendant  could  not  rely  on  his 
possession,  as  he  might  and  does  in  an  ejectment ;  but,  on  failure  of 
showing  title,  he  was  liable  to  immediate  eviction,  for  the  King's  title, 
it  was  held,  being  in  all  cases  easily  ascertainable,  and  ordinarily 
depending  on  matter  of  record,  sufficiently  appeared  by  the  Information 
itself.  Vin,  Ah,  Prerog,  F.e,2;  4  Inst.  116.  This,  in  any  case,  perhaps, 
but  certainly  in  cases  where  the  Crown  had  been  out  of  possession  many 
years,  was  a  serious  evil.  In  these  Colonies,  indeed,  from  the  circum- 
stances already  explained,  a  defendant  would  experience  no  difficulty. 
No  man  here  has  a  title,  except  by  grant  direct  from  the  Crown,  and, 
if  such  a  grant  has  been  issued,  the  assertion  and  proof  of  it  would  alike 
be  easy.     But,  in  England,  the  difficulty  of  setting  out  and  establishing 
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1849.        a  title,  against  that  of  the  Grown,  through  perhaps  a  long  series  o{ 
j)Qg         years,  would  be  obviously  of  a  very  different  nature.     The  21  Jac.  I, 
rfem.         enacted,  therefore,  in  substance,  that,  after  twenty  years'  possession,  the 
V.  defendant  need  not  set  out  any  such  title,  but  might  simply  plead  not 

IBBBY.  guilty,  and  retain  possession  untU  the  tnaL  Such,  we  say,  eubstantiallyj 
Stephen  C.J.  jg  ^^  enactment.  We  have  elsewhere  given  the  exact  words.  Every 
portion  of  the  Act,  the  particular  language  of  both  clauses,  of  the  recital, 
and  the  intituling,  shows  that  the  sole  evil  in  contemplation  of  the 
Legislature  was  the  one  stated — that  of  a  defendant,  when  sued  by 
Information  of  Intrusion,  being  compelled  to  show  a  title  on  the  record, 
instead  of  being  able  to  put  the  Grown  to  prove  its  own.  The  remedy, 
accordingly,  is  co-extensive  with  that  eviL  By  holding  that  the  enact- 
ment goes  farther,  and  not  only  shifts  the  burthen  of  proof,  in  Informa- 
tions of  Intrusion,  but  restricts  the  Grown's  remedy  to  Informations  of 
Intrusion,  or  (which  would  be  the  same  thing)  that  it  enables  the 
intruder  to  retain  possession,  until  such  an  Information  shall  have  been 
brought  and  disposed  of,  we  should  not  advance  the  remedy  for  the  evil 
one  step. 

"We  should  simply,  a<ccording  to  our  view  of  the  matter,  create  an 
additional  provision,  without  one  intelligible  motive  or  occasion  for  it. 
Accordingly  to  the  second  section,  the  grace  intended  was — that  the 
subject  should  not  be  forced  to  special  pleading ;  and  therefore,  a  Scire 
facias  was  prohibited  in  such  cases.  But  the  prohibition  of  a  grant,  and 
the  proceedings  by  the  grantee  in  his  own  name,  would  have  been  idle, 
for  the  grace  intended  (or,  in  other  words,  the  remedy)  would  be  as 
effectual  in  that  event  as  in  the  other.  The  evil  was,  the  putting  of 
defendants  sued  by  the  Crown,  to  special  pleading.  Where  the  Crown 
does  not  sue,  the  statute  has  no  application.  Independently  of  the 
argument  arising  from  the  second  section,  and  from  the  intituling  of  the 
Act,  and  the  recital,  the  continual  reference  to  Informations  of  Intru- 
sion, throughout,  and  to  the  pleading  therein,  as  the  subjects  under 
legislation,  and  the  use  of  the  words  in  such  cases,  in  the  first  section, 
appear  to  us  to  be  inconsistent  with  any  other  conclusion.  But,  it  was 
urged,  following  the  argument  for  the  defendant  in  Doe  v,  Morris  (18), 
the  Crown  had  no  other  or  greater  right,  than  to  file  an  Informa- 
tion of  Intrusion ;  and,  therefore,  it  could  convey  no  other  or  greater 
right.  If  by  this  was  meant,  only,  that  the  Crown  had  nothing  more 
than  a  rujht  of  entry,  the  position  might  perhaps  be  conceded,  without 
affecting  the  opinion  which  we  have  expressed,  either  as  to  the  power  of 

(18)  2  Buig.  N.C.  189. 
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the  Crown  to  issue  a  Grant,  or  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff     .  1849. 

under  this  particular  Grant.     Without  power  in  the  grantee  to  sue,         ^^^ 

the  Grant  itself  would  be  idle,  and,  therefore,  to  give  it  any  effect,        deni. 

-  »        o  J  i      Wilson 

the  right  of  entry  must  be  taken  to  have  been  granted  also.     The  only  v. 

case  cited,  to  show  that  a  right  of  entry  cannot  be  assigned,  is  that  in    '  ^^^^^y. 

3  Leon.  198,  quoted  in  Doe  v,  Morris  as  128 ;  and  there  the  opinion  ^^^^^^  ^-J- 

attributed  to  Gaivdy,  Justice  (if  it  be  his,  which  is  not  very  clear,  and 

supposing  it  bear  out  the  position)  was  clearly  extrajudicial.     And 

Tindal  C.  J.,  in  Doe  v.  Morrisy  appears  not  to  recognise  that  position 

as  law,  for  in  considering  whether  the  Conunissioner's  Certificate,  being 

in  effect  a  conveyance  of  the  land  in  dispute,  was  equivalent  to  a  Grant 

or  conveyance  from  the  Crown,  he  expressly  admits  the  prerogative  to 

assign  a  chose  in  actidn^  but  takes  no  notice  of  the  objection  raised 

that  the  Crown  could  not  assign  a  right  of  entry.      And,  in    Vin. 

Ah.  Prerog,  G.   6,  3,  the  law  is  said  to  be  that  the  King  can  grant 

a  right  of  entry,  provided  he   do   so  by  special  words.      (See  also 

the   same   title,  1  c.)     A   right   of  entry,  after  all,  is  a  species  of 

chose  in  action,  the  latter  term  being  more  xisually  applied  only  to 

actions  personal,  as  the  former  is  to  a  chose  in  action  real.     As  to  the 

absence  of  express  words,  the  cases  cited  on  that  head  have  little  or  no 

application.     They  are  either  cases  in  which  (as  in  3  Leon,)  the  grantee 

claimed  to  avail  himself  of  the  Crown's  prerogative,  or  in  which  the 

question  was,  whether  a  particular  thing  or  right  (the  presentation  to  a 

benefice,  for  instance,  or  the  right  to  bring  a  writ  of  error,  or  to  sue  on 

a  bond  due  to  a  felon)  passed  under  such  general  words,  as  '^  all  rights 

arising  "  in  a  certain  manor,  or  ^'  all  the  goods  and  chattels ''  of  certain 

felons.     These  are  the  cases  quoted  from  Leonard^  and  the  instances  in 

Vin,  Ah,  Prerogative,  C  c,  D  c,  and  E  c,  are  all  of  the  same  cliaracter. 

In  Cromer^ 8  case  (19)  the  question  was  whether  a  bare  right,  vested  in 

an  attained  person,  to  certain  land  of  which  he  had  been  disseized, 

passed  under  a  general  grant  from  the  Queen,  of  all  the  lands,  rights, 

and  hereditaments,  which  he  had  by  the  attainder.     But  there,  as  was 

observed  by  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson  in  Hatfield  v,  Al/ord  (20),  the  Crown 

had  never  been  in  possession.     The  grant,  too,  was  after  the  disseizee's 

death.      It  might,  therefore — the  question   being  one  depending  on 

intention — not  unreasonably  have  been  doubted,  whether  the  Queen 

meant  to  convey  any  such  mere  -  naked  right.     But  where,  as  here,  the 

right  or  thing  in  action  is  essential  to  the  acquisition  of  the  thing 

granted,  the  law  clearly  seems  otherwise.     Thus,  the  Crown  having 

granted  to  a  woman  certain  obligations  due  to  a  person  attainted,  it  was 

(19)  Cited  in  3  Rep.  4.        (20)  Ante,  p.  330. 
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1849.        held  that  she  could  sae  on  these  in  her  own  name,  although  there  were 

Doe         ^^  express  words  enabling  her.     For,  says  the  report,  "  the  law  implies 

^^"*"        that  the  grantee  shall  use  the  means  to  come  at  the  thing  granted." 

V,  Vin.  Ah  Prerog,  M  h,  9.     That  is  a  strong  instance  of  the  well-known 

Tehry 

*      principle,  as  to  grants  by  necessary  implication,  for,  there,  the  grantee 

Stephen  C.J.  claimed  and  exercised  a  prerogative  right.     Without  it,  however,  the 

choses  in  action  granted  her  would  have  been  unavailable.     "When 

anything  is  granted,  all  the  means  to  attain  it,  and  the  fruits  and 

effects  of  it,  are  granted  also,  and  shall  pass  inclusively  together  with 

the  thing,  by  the  grant  of  the  thing  itself."     Shep,  Touch.  89,  Broom^s 

Max,  198.     It  would  be  inconsistent  with  this  to  hold  that  nevertheless 

in  the  present  case  express  words  were  necessary  to  enable  the  grantee 

of  Crown  land,  of  which  the  Crown,  at  the  time,  presumably,  knew 

itself  to  be  not  in  actual  possession,  to  bring  an  ejectment  in  bis  own 

name  to  recover  it.     If  that  right  were  not  granted,  what  in  effect  was 

granted? 

But  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Crown  here  had  more  than  a  mere 
right  of  entry.  If  it  had  not,  an  Information  of  Intrusion,  which,  it 
was  contended,  was  the  appropriate  remedy,  would  not  have  been  main* 
tainable.  An  Information  of  Intrusion  is,  in  its  nature,  essentially  an 
action  of  trespass,  and,  therefore,  is  founded  on  possession.  The  actual 
occupation  may  be,  in  fact,  in  some  intruder,  but  the  wrongful  entry  and 
occupation  of  a  Subject  cannot,  in  legal  contemplation,  divest  the  Sovereign 
of  possession.  The  Crown  sues,  therefore,  in  this  prerogative  action,  at 
any  time  within  sixty  years,  on  a  possession  implied  bylaw;  the  defendant, 
if  found  guilty,  is  fineable  for  his  intrusion,  as  in  trespass,  and  if  any 
damage  have  been  done  by  him,  damages  are  recoverable.  Ch.  Prer.  332, 
and  34 ;  Vin  Ah,  Prerog.  F.  e.  and  F.  e.  3 ;  Com,  Dig.  Prerog.  D.  77 ; 
and  Attorrt^y-General  v.  Broimi  (21),  in  this  Court  in  February,  1847. 

The  case  of  Doe  v.  Morris  (22),  as  it  appears  to  us,  does  not  conflict  with 
the  views  here  expressed ;  but  if,  as  to  effect  of  the  statute  21  Jac.  I.  c. 
14,  it  be  inconsistent  with  them,  we  think  that  it  is  overruled  by  the 
case  relied  on  for  the  plaintiff  of  the  Attorney-General  v.  Parsons  (23). 
The  question  in  Doe  v.  Morris  turned,  mainly,  on  a  particular  clause  in 
the  57  Geo.  Ill,  c  97.  That  Act  empowered  the  Commissioners  of  Woods 
and  Forests,  on  the  sale  of  any  manors  or  lands  of  the  Crown,  to  convey 
them  by  a  certificate,  under  which  the  purchaser  was  to  be  deemed  in 
actual  possession  of  the  property,  and  to  hold  the  same  "  as  fully  and 
amply  "  as  the  Sovereign  might  have  done.     The  property  in  question 

(21)  Ante,  p.  312.      (22)  2  Ring.  N.C.  189.      (23)  2  M.  &  W.  25. 
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was  certain  land,  part  of  a  manor,  which  had  been  occupied  for  above         1849. 

twenty  years  by  the  defendant,  or  those  under  whom  he  claimed.     And         pqe 

the  Court  held  that,  as  the  Crown  could  not  have  obtained  or  held  tlie      Jl^"^' 

Wilson 

land  without  a  recovery  in  Intrusion,  the  Commissioners  could  not  enable  v. 

a  purchaser  to  obtain  or  hold  it,  without  such  recovery.  Lord  C.  J.  Tindal 
said,  that  the  57  Geo.  Ill,  gave  the  Commissioners  no  power  to  sell  *^'^^^'^'*  ^'^' 
any  land  so  circumstanced,  and  that,  if  it  did,  the  power  had  not  in 
fact  been  exercised  by  them,  as  such  land  would  not  pass  under  the 
word  Manor  only.  On  a  superficial  reading,  the  conclusion  may  perhaps 
be  drawn  that  the  Court  thought  an  Information  of  Intrusion  necessary 
in  cases  of  that  kind,  in  any  event.  But  it  wUl  be  seen,  from  the 
context,  that  their  judgment  decides  merely  this,  that  the  Crown  could 
not  turn  out  the  intruders,  except  by  Information  in  Intrusion,  and 
that,  for  that  reason,  the  Commissioners  could  not  convey  the  land 
intruded  on,  since  purchasers  were  only  to  hold  as  fully  as  the  King 
could  have  held.  The  distinction  between  conveyances  by  the  Crown 
and  by  Commissioners  acting  under  limited  powers  is  expressly  drawn ; 
and  the  power  of  the  Crown,  by  its  prerogative,  "  to  assign  a  right  of 
action,  or  a  chose  in  action,"  is  clearly  recognised.  The  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  did  not,  therefore,  we  apprehend,  give  the  words  in  the  21  Jaa  I, 
c.  14  B.  1,  any  such  construction  as  that  contended  for,  namely,  that  an 
intruder  on  the  Crown  land,  after  twenty  years,  may  retain  possession 
(under  all  circumstances)  until  after  the  termination  of  some  Crown 
suit  brought  against  him.  The  Court  of  Exchequer,  at  any  rate,  in  the 
Attorney-General  v.  Parsons  (23),  have  declared  that  such  is  not  the 
meaning  of  the  enactment.  When  the  statute  provides  that  the  title  is 
to  be  found,  and  that  the  defendant  may  retain  possession  until  trial,  ''it 
means  only  "  (siys  Lord  Ahinger)  "  that  the  onus  is  thrown  on  the  Crown 
to  prove  its  title  in  the  first  instance.  The  defendant  shall  not  be  bound 
to  plead  his  title  specially  where  he  has  had  twenty  years'  possession." 
And  Baron  Alderson  adds,  "  where  the  defendant  pleads  not  guilty,  or 
nan  tntrusit,  though  the  Crown  prove  the  intrusion,  he  is  entitled  to 
retain  possession  until  the  Crown  also  proves  title."  Nor  is  it  imma- 
terial to  observe,  that,  if  the  recognised  construction  of  the  statute  were 
otherwise,  the  course  taken  for  the  defence  in  Doe  v,  Roberts  (24)  ;  which 
was  an  ejectment  founded,  as  this  is,  on  a  title  from  the  Crown,  would  bo 
unintelligible.  The  real  plaintiff  there  claimed  under  a  Crown  lease  dated 
a  few  years  previously,  and  the  defendants  endeavoured  to  displace  the 
title  of  the  Crown,  by  showing  a  continuous  possession  in  themselves  and 
those  under  whom  they  claimed,  for  sixty  years  and  upwards.     But,  if 

(23)  2  M.  &  W.  25.    (24)  13  M.  k  W.  620. 
2k 
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1840.        twenty  years  of  such  posseasion  would,  as  contended  for  here,  have  been 


jy^^         sufficient  to  put  the  Crown  to  its  Information  of  Intrusion,  one  cannot 
«^'w».         understand  why  a  defence,  so  much  more  easily  established,  was  not 

TV  xl.«29vl^ 

V.  resorted  to. 

Terry. 


Stephen  C.J. 


The  opinions  thus  expressed,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  21  Jac.  I,  c.  14, 
render  a  disposal  of  the  question  respecting  its  application  to  these 
Colonies  unnecessary.  For  reasons  which  will  readily  be  collected  from 
this  judgment,  resting  on  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  a  recently  occu- 
pied territory,  to  the  whole  of  which  the  title  was  in  the  Crown,  within 
a  period  little  exceeding  sixty  years,  and  in  which  the  title  of  every  indi> 
vidual  rests  on  some  Grant  from  the  Crown,  we  are  strongly  inclined  to 
the  opinion  that  the  statute  is  not  in  force  here.  But,  if  it  be  in  force, 
and  if  its  effect  be  that  for  which  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  con- 
tended, the  only  possession  which  will  affect  the  Crown  under  the  Act, 
as  they  admitted,  is  one  adverse  to  the  Crown  ;  and  of  this,  we  do  not 
think  that  there  w^as  any  evidence.  Nor  can  we  infer  that  the  jury 
found  such  a  possession,  because,  as  they  negatived  title  in  the  defend- 
ant, of  which,  in  the  absence  of  explanatory  circumstances,  possession  is 
evidence,  we  must  either  conclude  that  the  occupation  and  acts  of  seem, 
ing  ownership  were  mere  trespasses,  unacquiesced  in  by  the  Crown,  and 
not  made  under  any  claim  of  right,  or  that  they  were  severaUy  with 
the  knowledge  and  by  the  permission  of  the  Crown.  In  either  case, 
according  to  the  decision  in  Doe  v,  Roberts  (24),  there  was  no  adverse 
possession. 

With  respect  to  the  argument,  that  this  action  is  barred  by  the 
3  and  4  Will.  IV,  c.  27,  s.  2,  the  same  objection  was  raised  and  disposed 
of  in  Hatfield  r.  Alfoixi  (25).  By  that  section,  no  person  shall  make  an 
entry  or  distress,  or  bring  an  action  to  recover  land,  except  within 
twenty  years  next  after  the  right  to  bring  it,  or  to  make  an  entry  or 
distress,  shall  have  first  accrued  to  liim,  or  to  some  person  through  whom 
he  claims.  By  s.  3,  that  right  shall  be  deemed  to  have  so  accrued,  at 
the  time  when  such  person,  having  been  in  possession  of  the  land,  or  in 
receipt  of  the  profits  of  it,  shall  have  discontinued  such  possession  or 
receipt.  And,  in  s.  1,  there  is  an  enumeration  of  the  several  classes  of 
individuals,  to  whom  the  word  "person"  shall  extend.  The  first  ques- 
tion is,  therefore,  whether  the  Crown  be  a  person^  within  the  meaning 
of  that  first  section ;  and  secondly,  if  so,  whether  the  intrusion  on  the 
Crown  relied  on  show  a  discontinuance  of  possession,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  third  section.     Now  it  is  settled  law  (26),  that  the  possession 

(24)  13  M.  &  W.  520.    (25)  ante,  p.  330.    (26)  See  Doe  d.  Corhyn  r.  Bramston,  3  A.  & 
E.  63  ;  Xej^ertH  v  Doe,  2  M.  &  W.  894 ;  and  CtiJley  ».  Doe,  3  Per.  &  Dav.  639. 
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contemplated  by  this  Act,  except  in  cases  under  s.  15,  is  an  actual  or  1849, 

bare  possession  merely.      In  other  words,  any  possession  for  twenty  ^oe 

years,  whether  adverse  or  not,  (other  than,  of  course,  a  possession  by  a  denu 


WiLsoy 


V, 


tenant,  or  a  person  acknowledging  himself  to  have  no  title)  is  effectual. 
So  that,  if  the  first  question  be  decided  in  the  affirmative,  the  conse-       Teery. 
quences  may  be  fatal  in  this  colony  to  very  many  titles.     We  adhere,  Stephen  C.  J.-  - 
however,  to  the  opinion  expressed  by  this  Court  in  the  case  cited,  that 
the  word  "person"  does  not  include  the  Crown.     If  it  does,  the  Queen 
(supposing  the  Crown  to  be  itself  able  to  sue)  cannot,  even  by  express 
words,  enable  her  grantee  to  enforce  possession,  after  twenty  years, 
although  herself  not  barred  for  sixty  years.     But,  secondly,  if  the  word 
person  includes  the  Crown,  in  cases  where  it  is  claimed  under  the  word 
must  include  the  Crown  where  it  is  the  party  claiming  : — and  then  the 
enactment  amounts  to  this,  that  the  Crown  cannot  make  an  entry  or 
distress,  or  bring  an  action  to  recover  land,  except  within  twenty  years. 
In  each  of  these  respects,  the  prerogative  would  be  affected  and  impaired 
without  express  words,  and,  in  the  latter,  a  new  statute  of  limitations 
be  introduced,  without  any  thing  denoting  an  intention  to  repeal  the 
statute,  which  fixes  the  period  at  sixty  years.     Under  that  statute,  too, 
the  possession  relied  on  against  the  Crown  must  be,  (as  we  apprehend 
is  also  the  case  under  the  statute  of  21  Jac  I,  c.  14)  an  cuiverse  posses- 
sion.     That  statute  of  James,  therefore,  which  clearly  contemplates 
suits  by  the  Crown  after  twenty  years,  would  in  effect  equally  be 
repealed.     Or,  if  the  Crown  be  not  barred  by  twenty  years,  this  objec- 
tion then  remains,  that  although  its  grantee  cannot  directly  sue,  he  may 
indirectly  do  so  by  inducing  the  Crown  to  sue  for  him,  which  would 
defeat  the  enactment  altogether.     The  case  is  reduced,  therefore,  to  this 
absurdity,  that  either  the  word  person  means  che  Crown  in  one  part  of 
a  sentence,  and  does  not  in  the  other,  and,  if  this  be  the  true  construc- 
tion, then  the  enactment  may,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  be  easily  rendered 
a  dead  letter,  or,  if  the  word  includes  the  Crown  throughout^  then  the 
Crown  is  barred  by  a  mere  possession,  of  any  kind,  for  twenty  years, 
instead  of,  as  is  clearly  taken  to  be  the  law  in  Doe  v.  Roberts  (27),  by 
an  adverse  possession  of  not  less  than  sixty.     Independently  of  these 
considerations,  we  think  that  the  reason  of  the  thing,  and  the  whole 
scope  and  tenor  of  the  three  sections,  as  well  as  the  description  of  the 
parties  given  in  the  first  section,  who  are  included  in  the  word  person, 
2vll  strongly  show  that  the  Crown  is  not  so  included. 

The  case  has  been  argued  with  much  ability  and  learning,  but,  after 

full  consideration,  we  are  of  opinion  that  our  judgment,  on  all  the  points, 

must  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

New  trial  refused. 

27)  13  M.  &  W.    20. 
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Stfph^n  C.J. 
Dickiiifon  J. 

and 
Jlanning  J. 


HUGHES  r.  KEMP.  (1) 

Ltbd— Pleading— U  TiV.,  Xo.  13,  «.  4—27  EHz,,  c.  6—12  Ftc.  No,  1, «,  6- 

Demurrer — Duplicity —  Uncertainty, 

A  plea  to  a  declaration  in  libel  averred  the  truth  of  the  facts,  the  correctness  of 
the  report  of  the  police  court  proceedings,  on  which  the  action  was  founded,  and  a 
justification,  as  being  published  for  the  public  benefit. 

On  objections  by  way  of  demurrer  that  no  facts  were  alleged  showing  that  the 
publication  was  for  the  public  benefit,  that  the  particular  facts  alleged  did  not 
support  that  arerment,  and  that  certain  alleged  mistaken  \  lews  to  be  corrected  by 
the  said  report  were  absurd,  Ae/c2,  notwithstanding  27  Eliz.,  c.  5,  that  these  W€rB 
objections  in  substance  and  excluded  from  consideration  by  12  Vic,  Na  1|  b.  6. 

A  plea  is  not  bad  for  duplicity  because  it  contains  other  matters,  which,  by  sec.  4 
of  11  Vic,  No.  13,  are  required  to  be  joined  to  the  averment  of  the  tmth  of  the 
Ubel. 

An  averment  in  a  plea  that  certain  money  had  been  stolen  is  not  bad  for  on- 
certainty  if  set  out  with  as  much  certainty  as  in  an  indictment  for  larceny. 

In  this  case,  which  came  before  the  Court  on  demurrer  on  October  5, 
judgment  was  reserved,  and  on  November  7  delivered  by 

The  Chief  Justice.  The  declaration  in  this  case  stated  that  the 
defendants  published  in  a  newspaper  called  the  Sydney  Morning  Eemd 
a  malicious  libel,  containing  the  defamatory  matter  following  concenung 
the  plaintiff: — 

Stealing  Monet.— Yesterday  John  Terry  Hughes  and  Henry  Hughes  (meaning 
the  plaintiff)*  on  bail,  appeared  before  Alderman  Egan  and  Dr.  Mitchell,  at  the 
police  office,  to  answer  a  charge  of  stealing,  preferred  against  them  by  one  Donald 
Beatson.  Inspector  Higgins  deposed  that  he  apprehended  the  prisoners  on  Mon- 
day afternoon,  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  produced,  in  which  they  were  chargeu  witn 
stealing.  There  was  another  individual  named  in  the  warrant,  who  had  not  ye 
been  taken,  although  he  had  been  at  his  residence  in  search  of  him.  The  ixsvaxx 
hearing  of  the  case  postponed  until  Friday,  in  order  to  have  the  third  pwv 
before  the  Court ;  and  the  recognisances  of  the  prisoners  were  enlarged  until  tha 
day.  Later  in  the  day,  Mr.  Higgins  apprehended  John  Kinnear,  the  person  in 
consequence  of  whose  absence  their  Worships  adjourned  the  case.  We  leam  that 
Beatson,  the  prosecutor,  went  on  the  evening  of  the  28th  instant  to  Chambers 
public-house,  in  Pitt-street,  by  appointment,  to  pay  Henry  Hughes  (meaning  the 
plaintiff)  a  sum  of  money,  his  moiety  of  the  proceeds  of  cattle,  taken  by  Beatson 
to  Sooth  Australia,  and  sold  on  account  of  the  prisoner  H.  Hughes  and  Esther, 
the  wife  of  John  Terry  Hughes  ;  that  he  there  found  John  Terry  Hughes,  Hen^ 
Hughes,  and  John  Kinnear ;  that  he  counted  down  on  a  table  the  sum  of  i®  ^ 
ISs.  6d,  in  notes  and  silver,  having  previously  paid  Esther  Hughes  her  irf''«tyJ 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Htrald,  Oct  8,  Nov.  9,  1849. 
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that  he  (Beataon)  left  the  room  for  the  purpose  of  calling  Chambers  to  witness  the         1849. 

signing  of  the  receipt ;  and  that,  on  his  return  to  the  said  room,  the  money  had 

been  taken  up  from  the  table,  when  neither  of  the  persons  named  would  acknow-       Hughes 
ledge  having  received  any  money  from  him.    The  next  day  he  gave  information        jr^' 
to  the  police,  and  a  warrant  was  granted  for  the  apprehension  of  the  individuals 
complained  of.  Stephen  C.J* 

To  this  declaration  the  defendants  pleaded  as  follows : — That  the  plaintiff 
and  John  Terry  Hughes  did,  before  the  committing  of  the  grievance,  to 
wit,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  May,  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  forty-nine,  in  the  city  of  Sydney,  steal,  take,  and  carry 
away  five  bank  notes  for  the  payment  of  fifty  pounds  each  to  the  bearer 
thereof,  and  other  moneys  (describing  them)  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
Donald  JBeatson,  and  of  the  value  of  two  hundred  and  eighty-two  pounds ; 
and  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  John  Terry  Hughes  did  appear  on  bail 
before  Alderman  Egan  and  James  Mitchell^  Doctor  of  Medicine,  Justices 
of  the  Peace,  at  the  police  office,  in  Sydney,  to  answer  a  charge  of  stealing 
moneys  (that  is  to  say,  the  said  bank  notes),  preferred  against  the  said 
plaintiff  and  John  Terry  Hughes  by  the  said  Donald  Beatson ;  and  that 
James  Higgins,  an  inspector  of  police,  deposed  before  the  said  justices 
that  he  apprehended  the  said  parties  on  the  afternoon  of  Monday  by 
virtue  of  a  warrant,  which  he  then  produced,  and  in  which  they  were 
charged  with  stealing ;  and  that  the  further  hearing  of  the  case  was 
postponed  until  Friday  then  ensuing  ;  and  that  the  said  Beatson  did  go 
on  the  evening  of  the  28th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  forty-nine,  to  a  public-house  situate  in  Pitt-street  in  Sydney, 
kept  by  one  Chamhers,  by  appointment  previously  made  by  the  said 
Beatson,  and  the  said  plaintiff  and  John  Terry  Hughes,  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  to  the  plaintiff  a  sum  of  money  as  his  moiety  of  the  proceeds 
of  cattle  previously  taken  by  the  said  Beatson  to  South  Australia,  and 
there  sold  on  account  of  the  said  plaintiff  and  EsiheT,  the  wife  of  the  said 
John  Terry  Hughes ;  and  that  the  said  Beatson,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid,  found  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  John  Terry  Huglies,  and  one 
John  Kinnear,  in  the  said  public-house ;  and  that  the  said  Beatson  placed 
upon  a  table,  in  the  room,  the  bank  notes  hereinbefore  mentioned ;  and 
that  the  said  plaintiff  and  John  Terry  Hughes  then  stole  the  same  ;  and 
that  the  said  Beatson,  the  next  day,  gave  information  thereof  to  tho 
police  ;  and  that  a  warrant  was  thereupon  granted  for  the  apprehension 
of  the  said  plaintiff  and  the  said  John  Terry  Hughes ;  and  the  defendants 
aver  that  it  was  for  the  public  benefit  that  the  said  several  matters 
should  be  published ;  and  that  the  report  of  what  took  place  at  the  police 
office  was  correct,  and  was  published  without  malice ;  and  the  defendants 
aver  that  it  was  for  the  public  benefit  that  it  should  be  published  that 
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1849.        the  taking  away  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  John  Terry  Hughes  of  the 

„  moneys  of  a  man  under  the  circumstances  hereinbefore  set  forth  was  an 

V*  act  of  stealing,  and  criminal ;  and  that  it  was  for  the  public  benefit 

that  the  public  should  know  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  John  Terry 

Stephen    .  .  ff^j^^g  jj^^  j^g^j^  guilty  (as  the  fact  was)  of  stealing  the  moneys  of  the 

said  Donald  Beatson ;  and  the  defendants  aver  that  divers  individuals 

in  this  Colony  have  considered  and  held  out  that  the  circumstanoes 

hereinbefore  set  forth  do  not  amount  to  stealing ;  and  that  it  was  for 

the  public  benefit  that  the  said  publication  should  be  made ;  wherefore 

the  defendants  committed  the  grievances,  &c 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred,  and  showed  the  following  causes 
of  demurrer  : — First,  that  the  plea  was  double  (so  far  as  it  related  to  so 
much  of  the  libel,  as  purported  to  be  a  report  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
Police  Office),  inasmuch  as  the  plea  justified  the  said  matters  on  the 
grounds  of  the  truth  of  the  charge  ;  and  also  set  up  as  a  defence  that 
the  report  of  the  said  proceedings  was  correct ;  and  also  set  up  as  a 
defence  that  the  said  report  was  published  without  malice.  Secondly^ 
that  it  did  not  allege  any  particular  fact,  or  facts,  by  reason  whereof  it 
was  for  the  public  benefit  that  the  matter  charged  should  be  published. 
Thirdly,  that  the  particular  facts  set  forth  in  the  plea  were  not  in  any 
way  connected  with  the  averment,  that  it  was  for  the  public  benefit 
that  the  said  matters  should  be  published.  Foiirthly,  that  the  plea 
was  uncertain,  in  this,  that  it  did  not  set  forth  how  the  money  was 
stolen.  Fifthly,  that  it  was  uncertain,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  set  forth 
the  names  of  the  individuals  who  had  considered  that  the  circumstances 
set  forth  did  not  amount  to  stealing.  Sixthly,  that  the  plea  was 
repugnant  and  absurd,  because  it  is  therein  in  substance  averred  that 
there  are  persons  in  this  colony  who  believe  that  stealing  does  not 
amount  to  stealing. 

The  demurrer  was  argued  before  us  on  the  5th  ultimo,  by  Mr.  Loioe 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  Mr.  FisJter  for  the  defendants,  when  the  following 
cases  were  cited  : — Jackson  v.  Alloway  (2),  Fearns  v.  Cochrane  (3), 
Hammond  v.  Colls  (4),  Uickiiibotham  v.  Leach  (5), 

We  liave  considered  the  objections  raised  by  the  demurrer  to  the 
plea,  and  our  opinion  is  as  follows  : — As  by  the  Colonial  Act,  11  Vic*, 
No.  13,  sec.  4,  the  truth  of  a  libel  is  no  valid  justification,  unless  con- 
joined with  an  averment  that  by  reason  of  some  specific  facts,  its 
publication  is  for  the  public  benefit,  we  think  that  the  2nd,  3rd,  and 
6th  of  the  causes  assigned  are  objections  clearly  in  substance.     They 

(2)  1  D.  &  L.  919.      (3)  2  D.  &  L.  797.      (4)  1  C.  B.  916.      (5)  10  M.  &  W.  861. 
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suggest,  respectively,  the  absence  of  any  facts  which  could  make  the         1849. 
publication  beneficial,  the  inadequacy  for  that  purpose,  of  the  views      Hughes 
said  to  be  held  upon  the  law  of  larceny,  and  the  absence  of  connection  ^' 

between  those  notions,  and  their  publication  for  the  common  advantage. 
These  are  not  the  less  objections  in  substance,  because  they  are  pointed 
out  as  required  by  the  Statute  Eliz.  c.  27,  for  the  specification  of  formal 
objections ;  for  the  mode  of  exhibiting,  or  naming,  cannot  alter  the 
nature  of  the  thing.  These  objections,  then,  being  such  as  we  have 
described,  are  by  Mr.  L<yw^9  Law  Simplyfying  Act  excluded  from  con- 
sideration, as  the  first  cause  assigned  for  demurrer  (namely,  that  of 
duplicity)  is  clearly  only  an  objection  in  form.  Smitk  v.  Clench  (6). 
and  1  Wm,  Saund,  337,  h. 

We  are  of  opinion,  that  that  part  of  the  plea  which  justifies  the  report 
of  the  proceedings  at  the  Police  Office,  is  not  bad  for  duplicity.  It  would 
seem  that,  by  the  common  law,  it  was  no  defence  to  an  action  for  libel, 
contained  in  the  publication  of  a  preliminary  proceeding  before  a  magis- 
trate, that  the  report  was  faithful  and  correct ;  nor  that  the  matters  con« 
tained  in  it  were  true.  Rex  v,  Fisher  (7) ;  Duncan  v,  Thtcaites  (8).  To 
the  same  effect  is  the  5th  section  of  the  Act,  11  Vict.,  No.  13.  The  only 
way,  therefore,  in  which  a  defendant  can  avail  himself  of  the  correctness 
(or,  in  other  words,  the  truth)  of  such  a  report,  is  to  join  it  in  his  plea 
with  the  other  matters,  which,  by  the  4th  section  of  the  Act,  are  required 
to  be  joined  to  the  averment  of  the  truth  of  the  libel.  The  defendants 
here  assume  to  have  pursued  the  course  required  by  that  section ;  for  they 
state  that  transactions  occurred  at  the  Police  Office,  the  same  as  those 
mentioned  in  the  Report ;  that  the  Report  was  beneficial  to  the  public ; 
and  that  certain  facts  made  its  publication  so.  If  the  objection,  '*  that 
the  plea  justifies  the  said  matters  on  the  ground  of  the  truth  of  the 
charge,"  is  to  be  considered  applicable  to  the  Report,  then  the  truth  and 
correctness  of  the  Report,  being  identical,  cannot  constitute  duplicity,  and, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  absence  of  malice  in  the  Report  being  immaterial 
to  the  defence  under  the  4th  section,  the  averment  of  it  cannot  affect  the 
plea,  so  far  as  respects  the  Report.  For  the  rule  is  clear,  that  ^*  matter 
immaterial  cannot  operate  to  make  a  plea  double.''  Stephen  on  Pleading , 
£d.  3,  p.  259.  This  formal  objection  of  duplicity,  to  so  much  of  the  plea 
as  respects  the  Report,  we  consider  an  objection  to  the  whole  of  it ;  so 
as  to  pi'event  the  plaintiff  from  going  into  substantial  objections,  to  other 
parts  of  the  plea.  For  "  a  pleading  which  is  bad  in  part,  is  bad  alto- 
gether."    Stej)h.  PL  Ed.  3,  p.  107. 

(6)  2  Q.  R  835.      (7)  2  Camp.  563.      (8)  3  B.  &  C.  556. 
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1849.  In  arriving  at  the  conclusion,  that  this  objection  of  duplicity,  to  so  much 

Hughes  ^^  ^^^®  P^^*  ^s  respects  the  Report,  is  an  objection  to  the  \rhole  of  it,  ve 
(regarding  the  well-known  rule,  that  there  can  be  no  demurrer  upon  a 
demurrer  and  the  reason  given  for  it)  have  carefully  considered  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  plaintiff's  demurrer  should  be  considered  by  analogy  to 
the  case,  where  the  plaintiff  pleads  an  entire  replication  to  an  entire  plea, 
or  to  the  case  mentioned  in  1  Vn.  Wm.  Saund  28  a.,  note  e,  of  a  divided 
replication  to  the  separate  subjects  of  a  joint  plea,  to  a  declaration  con- 
taining several  separate  subjects  of  complaint.  See  Earl  of  Manchester 
i\  Vale  (9) ;  and  Webber  v,  Tivill  (10.)  And  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff's  demurrer  must  be  treated  by  analogy  to  the  case  of  an  entire 
replication  to  an  entire  plea.  For  the  matters  complained  of  in  the 
declaration  may  be  divided  into  three  portions : — First,  the  heading 
"  stealing  money  ;"  secondly,  the  report  of  the  proceedings  at  the  Police 
Office  ;  thirdly,  a  narrative  of  facts.  Now,  though  the  Report  may  be 
separated  from  the  narrative,  so  as  to  be  intelligible,  the  latter  is  not  so 
when  detached  from  the  former.  For,  without  reference  to  the  Report, 
neither  the  expression  "  Beat  son,  the  prosecutor"  at  the  commencement, 
nor  the  phrase  ''the  individuals  complained  of"  at  the  end  of  the  narrative, 
could  be  understood.  As,  therefore,  we  consider  the  declaration  to 
contain  an  indivisible  complaint^  to  which  an  entire  plea  has  been 
pleaded,  if  any  part  of  that  plea  is  bad,  the  whole  is  bad  also ;  and  we 
must  correspondingly  hold  that  an  objection  to  any  part  of  it^  such  as 
the  Report,  is  an  objection  to  the  whole  plea. 

We  proceed,  therefore,  to  the  consideration  of  the  other  causes  assigned 
by  special  demurrer.  And,  as  to  the  4th  cause,  we  think  that  the  for- 
mal statement  in  the  beginning  of  the  plea,  being  ascertained  as  an  in- 
dictment for  larceny,  is  sufficient  for  a  pleading  in  a  civil  action  ;  unless 
it  be  said  that  such  statement  in  the  plea  must  be  taken  with  reference 
to  the  transactions  mentioned  in  a  subsequent  part,  and  that  that  shows 
that  thera  was  no  larceny  in  construction  of  law.  "Whether  the  trans- 
action amounts  to  larceny  or  not,  we  are  not  called  on  to  det-ermine,  for 
if  't  in  not  larceny,  the  objection  is  clearly  resolvable  into  a  ground  of 
general  demurrer ,  since,  if  the  transaction  were  not  a  case  of  larceny,  it 
could  not  be  for  the  bene6t  of  the  public  to  publish  that  it  was  a  case  of 
larceny. 

As  to  the  5  th  cause  of  demurrer,  we  intimated  an  opinion  during  the 
argument,  that  it  was  untenable :  on  the  ground  that  the  insertion  of 
the  names  might  impose  great  inconvenience  on  the  defendants,  and 

(9)  1  V.  Wm.,  Saund.  27.         (10)  2  V.  Wm.,  Saund.  127,  d.  and  f. 
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the  effect  of  the  defendant's  allegation  is,  that  there  was  a  general  Hughes 
imjyression  that  the  matters  stated  did  not  amount  to  stealing,  then  the 
insertion  of  names  would  be  both  inconvenient  and  prolix,  and  if  the 
effect  of  the  averment  is,  that  a  comparatively  feiv  entertained  the  opinion 
mentioned  in  the  plea,  then  we  consider  that  a  publication  for  the  in- 
struction of  those  few  could  not  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  community  at 
large,  even  if  the  few  entertained  an  incorrect  conception  of  the  law.  In 
this  view  the  last  objection  is  resolved  into  one  of  general  demurrer ; 
and  a  party  cannot  object  to  the  informality  of  an  averment,  when  the 
fact  alleged  is  virtually  a  nullity,  for,  by  the  rules  of  pleading,  certainty 
is  only  required  to  material  and  traversible  facts.  « 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  plaintifi's  demurrer  is  untenable 
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[In  Equity.] 
1849.  TERRY  v.  WILSON.  (1) 


J«  * '       Crown  grtuU — Interest  of  a  mere  promisee— Gowmor  Darling^s  prodcunation,  ffftd 
Jan,  3,  1850.  of— Husband  and  wife— Infant— 4  Will.  IV,  No.  9. 

S^phen  C.  J.  In  the  year  1830  J.,  being  in  pooaession  of  certain  land  in  Sydney,  made  his  will 
iJicttnson  J.  Revising  the  said  property  to  S. ,  an  infant,  the  defendant,  appointing  trustees  therein 
Manning  J,  ^^^  ^'*  ^'^^  shortly  after  died.  The  surviving  trustee  in  1823  obtained  a  lease  of 
the  land  from  the  Crown,  in  trust  for  S.,  for  twenty-one  years ;  in  1829  a  procla- 
mation was  issued  by  Governor  Darling,  promising  a  grant  in  fee  simple  to  all 
occupiers  or  lessees  of  Crown  lands  under  certain  conditions.  S.,  being  still  an 
infant,  married  W.  in  1834,  and  the  same  year  W.  and  his  wife  applied  for  a  grant 
to  the  Commissioners  under  the  Act,  4  Will.  IV,  No.  9,  but  before  the  issue 
thereof  W.  sold  the  land,  T.  being  the  purchaser  ;  the  grant  was  issued  in  1835  to 
W.  and  his  wife,  their  heirs  and  assigns.  W.  died  in  1839  and  his  wife  came  of 
age  about  the  same  time. 

In  a  suit  by  the  representatives  of  T.  to  prevent  S.,  the  defendant,  from  enfoixsing 
a  judgment  obtained  against  them  in  ejectment. 

Hddy  the  defendant  was  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  possessed  of  an  equitable 
claim  to  the  fee  simple  in  the  land,  and  the  lease,  if  not  void  (as  it  was  held  to  be 
for  uncertainty),  being  in  derogation  of  that  claim,  could  not  bind  her,  and  the 
husband  had  nothing  to  dispose  of. 

The  Court  is  not  a  Court  of  Appeal  from  the  decisions  of  the  Commissioners 
under  the  Claims  to  Land  Act,  4  Will.  IV,  No.  9,  and  the  grantee  can  only  be  con- 
stituted a  trustee  for  another  person  where  there  is  fraud  or  unconscientiousness. 
The  usual  clause,  in  grants  under  the  Act,  that  '*  the  lawful  rights  of  all  persons, 
other  than  the  grantees,  shall  enure  and  be  held  harmless,"  could  not  avail  the 
plaintiffs,  without  subverting  the  rules  for  the  protection  of  the  property  of 
married  women  and  infants. 

The  interest  of  the  promisee  under  the  proclamation  was  nearly  equivalent  to  an 
estate  in  fee  ;  (semblej  an  indefeasible  interest,  except  as  against  the  Crown. 

This  was  a  bill  filed  by  the  representatives  and  others  claiming  under 
the  will  of  the  late  Samuel  Terry^  against  the  defendant,  the  widow  of 
the  late  Ambrose  Wilson,  seeking  the  decree  of  the  Court  to  declare  the 
defendant  a  trustee  for  the  plaintiffs  of  certain  premises ;  that  the 
defendant  might  be  decreed  to  convey  the  same  to  the  plaintiflfe,  they 
being  willing  to  pay  such  sums  as  she  might  have  paid  to  the  Govern- 
ment in  respect  of  the  said  premises  ;  and  that  the  defendant  might  be 
restrained  from  proceeding  with  a  certain  action  of  ejectment  commenced 
by  her. 

(1)  The  Sijdneij  Morning  Herald,  Aug.  23,  Oct.  15,  24,  and  27,  1849;  Jan.  4,  1850. 
Cited  9  S.C.R.  App.  14,  and  Cocl'cro/t  v,  Ilancy,  post,  Jan.,  1859. 
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The  ^cts  of  the  case  are  fully  set  out  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,         1849. 
on  AppeaL  post.     The  bill  came  before  his  Honor  Mr.  Justice  Manning       Terby^ 
on  August  21,  1849,  and  judgment  was  reserved.  ^- 

On  October  13,  after  stating  the  facts  and  argument. 

Manning,  P.  J.,  said  :  I  have  now  considered  this  case  fully,  and  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  bill  dis- 
missed with  costs.  The  legal  title  under  the  grant  has  been  established 
by' two  trials,  and  by  the  judgment  of  this  Court  in  its  common  law  juris- 
diction, pronounced  upon  questions  raised  on  each  occasion;  and  although 
there  is  room  for  doubt  whether,  upon  principles  of  popular  equity  or  moral 
propriety,  that  title  ought,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  to  have 
been  asserted,  I  can  see  no  grauhd  upon  which  this  Court  can  disturb 
her  in  the  enjoyment  of  what  the  law  has  given  her.  It  may  be  con- 
ceded that  if  the  defendant's  interest  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  was,  as 
between  herself  and  other  subjects,  such  as  would  pass  to  her  husband 
by  the  fact  of  mairiage,  Mrs.  Wilson,  as  well  as  her  husband,  would 
upon  obtaining  the  grant'  have  become  trustees  for  the  vendee  ;  but  I 
think  she  had  no  such  interest.  The  lease  was  clearly  bad  for  uncer- 
tainty in  the  description  of  the  land,  which  is  so  described  as  to  make 
it  impossible  to  say  what  land  *'  on  the  east  side  of  Pitt-street ''  is  actu- 
ally comprised,  or  to  identify  it  with  that  which  was  possessed  by  Joel 
Joseplis,  and  subsequently  granted  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wilson ;  and  I 
cannot  see  the  force  of  the  argument  (which  was  much  pressed),  that  the 
act  of  the  Crown  in  adding  to  the  quit-rent  the  amount  ostensibly  due 
for  rent  on  the  lease,  and  that  of  Mr.  Terry  in  paying  such  quit  rents, 
proved,  as  against  the  defendant,  that  her  tenure  was  leasehold.  1  also 
do  not  overlook  the  fact  that  the  lease  was  procured  by  Mr.  WUmot 
during  the  infancy  of  the  defendant,  and  without  her  authority  ;  but  it 
is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  effect  of  that  circumstance. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  pronounce  what  precise  estate  Mrs.  WiUon  had 
at  the  time  of  her  marriage  ;  but  the  lease  being  out  of  the  question,  it 
appears  to  me  clearly  that  it  either  partook  of  the  nature  of  a  fee-simple 
by  occupancy  and  by  force  of  the  promise  contained  in  the  proclama- 
tion, or  that  there  was  no  recognisable  interest  upon  which  the  marital 
rights  of  Mr.  WOeon  could  attach.  In  the  one  case,  the  defendant 
could  not  bo  deemed  a  trustee  for  her  husband's  vendee,  because  the  sale 
by  him  was  wholly  unauthorised  as  against  her ;  and  in  the  other,  the 
grant  must  be  taken  to  have  been  the  absolute  gift  of  the  Crown,  at  the 
time  of  its  issue,  and,  as  regards  Mrs.  Wilson,  to  be  free  from  any  trust, 
arising  from  an  act  of  sale  not  authorised  by  the  Crown,  nor  responsibly 
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1849.  participated  in  by  heiselL  It  would  seem  that  in  strictness  of  law,  tbe 
defendant  had  no  defined  estate  whatever  before  the  grant,  bat  sabetan- 
tially  the  royal  promise  of  a  grant  upon  application  gave  her  that  which 
was  nearly  equivalent  to  an  estate  in  fee,  from  the  date  of  the  proclama- 
tion. I  do  not  conceive  that  the  promise  had  such  a  stringent  effect  as 
to  give  the  promisee  an  indefeasible  right  which  could  be  enforced  as 
against  the  Crown ;  but  it  is  clear  that  the  right,  v<ileat  quantum,  was  to 
the  acquisition  of  an  estate  in  fee.  Such  being  the  defendant's  title  at 
the  time  of  her  marriage,  I  think  the  subsequent  grant  to  her  ought,  m 
equity  as  well  as  at  law,  to  operate  for  her  exclusive  benefit,  and  not  as  a 
voluntary  settlement  derived  from  her  husband  and  liable  to  be  affected 
by  the  equities  which  he  had  created. 

Decree,  that  the  bill  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

The  following  authorities  were  referred  to:— Sir  E.  Turner's ea96  (2)] 
Chancey'8  Law  of  Husband  and  Wife,  252 ;  Tudor  v,  Sanym  (3); 
Keech  r.  Sand/ord  (4)  ;  Taster  v.  Marriott  (5) ;  Pickering  r.  F<w?e«  (6) ; 
Spencer  v.  Gray  (7);  Ferrer  v.  Earl  of  WirUerUm  (8);  Taylor  t>.  AWmf 
General  (9);  Story  Eq.  Jur.  I  438,  439,  II  1265,  788-790,  1212; 
SugdevCs  V.  and  P,  cap.  IV,  sec  1. 

1850.  The  case  afterwards  came  on  Appeal   before  the  Full  Court,  on 
^^,^  3        October  26,  and  on  Jan.  3,  1850,  the  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court 

was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  was  an  Appeal  by  the  plaintife  from  « 
Decree  of  the  Primary  Judge  in  Equity,  dismissing  tbe  bill  with  oosU 
The  case  was  argued  before  us  at  the  Sittings  for  Appeals,  on  the  26ta 
October  last,  by  the  SoUcttor-General^  Mr.  Donnelly^  and  Mr.  /W^i 
for  the  complainants  and  Mr.  Broadhurst  and  Mr.  Lawe  for  ^ 
defendants,  when  we  took  time  to  consider  of  our  decision. 

The  facts  have  been  already  more  than  once  before  the  Court,  m 
they  are  fully  stated  in  Mr.  Justice  Manning^ s  judgment ;  but  it  may  ** 
desirable,  on  this  occasion,  to  recapitulate  them.  In  the  year  1820,  and 
for  some  years  previous,  Joel  Josephs  was  in  possession  of  an  allotment 
of  land,  with  houses  erected  thereon,  in  Pitt-street,  Sydney,  which  he 
held,  apparently,  as  many  other  persons  then  did,  by  the  license  of  the 
Crown,  given  to  him,  or  some  earlier  possessor,  by  the  Governor  of  the 
Colony,  but,  so  far  as  is  now  known,  on  no  other  titlft    Whatpwticultf 

(2)  1  Vernon  7.      (3)  2  Vem.  270.      (4)  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  741,  andSeL  Ca.  Gh-  6^' 
(5)  Ambler,  668  and  note  1.  (6)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  197.  (7)  Sept.  1848,  (O^* 

p.  477.  (8)  5  Bev.  8.  (9)  8  Sim.  438. 
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right  or  interest  that  kind  of  occapancy,  or  the  permission  or  promise  I860, 
under  which  the  parties  claimed  in  those  days,  either  gave  or  was  Terrt 
generally  supposed  to  give,  and  whether  for  years  or  in  fee,  or  in  the  ^  ''• 
first  instance  for  a  term  only,  but  with  the  promise  eventually  of  an 
estate  in  fee,  the  evidence  in  this  case  does  not  disclose  ;  and  it  would 
not  be  very  easy  to  determine.  In  July,  1820,  however,  Joseplis  made 
his  will,  attested  by  two  witnesses  only,  by  which  he  gave  to  his  natural 
daughter  Sophia  his  two  houses  in  PItt-stroet  ("  I  give  all  those  my  two 
houses  situate  in  Pitt-street ")  and  all  the  residue  of  his  '*  estate  and 
effects  whatsoever,  and  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  to  hold  to  her,  and 
her  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,"  on  her  majority  or  marriage. 
He  appointed  two  persons  his  executors,  to  be  her  guardians  and  trustees, 
and  directed  the  rents  of  the  said  houses  to  be,  in  the  meantime,  applied 
to  maintain  and  educate  her.  On  the  death  of  Joaep/ts  soon  after  the 
date  of  the  will,  the  trustees  entered  into  possession,  the  daughter  being 
then  little  more  than  2  years  old.  On  the  30th  June,  1823,  one  of  the 
trustees  (the  other  having  died)  accepted  or  obtained  a  lease  in  his  own 
name  from  Governor  Brisbane^  in  trust  for  the  daughter,  for  twenty-one 
years,  at  an  annual  quit  rent.  Up  to  that  time,  it  does  not  appear  (it 
is,  at  least,  not  shown)  that  any  rent  had  been  demanded  by  the  Crown, 
or  was  payable.  The  description  of  the  land  as  contained  in  this  lease, 
is  imperfect  and  uncertain,  but  there  can  be  no  doubt,  as  to  the  identity 
of  the  property  intended.  Neither  the  exact  site,  however,  nor  the 
existence  of  buildings  on  the  land  were  mentioned  in  the  instrument. 

In  June,  1829,  appeared  the  Proclamation  of  Governor  Darling,  by 
which  a  Grant  in  fee-simple  was  promised,  on  application  to  '*  every 
person  or  his  lawful  representative,"  who  was  in  possession  of  any  land 
in  Sydney,  on  or  before  the  30  th  June,  1823,  either  "by  lease  from  tlie 
Government,  or  by  mere  riglU  of  occupancy,^^  on  certain  conditions,  of 
which  one  was  the  payment  of  all  arrears  of  quit  rent,  by  an  increased 
rate  of  rent  under  such  grant ;  but  all  quit  rent  prior  to  the  said  30th 
June,  1823,  were  relinquished.  Three  months'  notice  is  required  to  be 
given  of  '^  the  intention  to  complete  a  grant,"  in  order  that  ^'  all  persons 
interested  may  have  an  opportunity  of  proving  their  respective  titles — 
reserving,  however,  and  keeping  harmless"  (so  is  the  proclamation  worded) 
''  all  rights  of  other  private  individuals,  which  may  be  lawfully  estab- 
lished at  any  time  hereafter." 

In  August,  1833,  was  passed  the  Act  4  Will.  IV,  No.  9  (continued 
and  amended  subsequently  by  other  acts)  for  appointing  Commissioners 
to  determine  on  claims  to  land.     This  Act  recitep^  in  substance,  ag 
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ISSO.  follows  : — Tbal  many  persons  had  obtained  possession  of  lands,  by  the 
Tehry  authority  of  the  several  Grovemons  of  the  colony,  under  promise  of  Gnats 
WiL^N  ^  ^  made  them  thereof ;  but  that,  in  many  cases,  the  Grants  had  qd- 
aToidably  been  delayed,  and  the  lands  had  come  into  possession  of  other 
persons,  claiming  to  hold  the  same  as  their  lawful  right,  obtained  through 
or  under  those  who  originally  obtained  possession  as  aforesaid ;  and  that) 
in  many  cases,  by  reason  of  the  death,  incapacity,  or  absence,  of  soch 
last-men lioned  persons  it  had  become  impossible  to  produce  strictly  legal 
titles ;  and  that  it  was  expedient,  that  a  remedy  should  be  provided  ia 
such  cases,  and  Grants  be  made  to  the  persons  *'  who  have  now  the  jtni 
and  lawful  right  thereto,  obtained  as  aforesaid."  And  then  it  is  enacted, 
that  the  Commissioners  to  be  appointed  shall  have  power  to  determine 
on  all  applications  for  Grants,  by  persons  holding  or  claiming  to  hold 
land  through  or  under  other  j)er8onM,  wJu>  OTriginaUy  obtained  pomuion 
6y  the  authority  of  any  Governor ,  under  promise  of  a  Grant  to  he  made 
to  Hiemy  as  mentioned  in  the  preamble.  The  Commissioners  are  to 
"  hear,  determine,  and  report  upon "  every  such  application  j— in  80 
determining,  they  are  to  be  guided  by  the  "  real  justice  and  good  con- 
science of  the  case,  without  regard  to  legal  forms  and  solemnities"— and 
they  are  to  report  in  favour  of  an  applicant^  whenever  they  shall  be 
satisfied  that  he  "  is  entitled,  in  equity  and  good  conscience,  to  hold  the 
land,  and  to  have  a  Grant"  thereof  made  to  him : — provided  that  it  shall 
not  be  compulsory  on  the  Governor  to  issue  any  such  Grant,  unless  he 
shall  think  proper. 

In  February,  1834,  the  infant,  Sophia  Josephs^  then  about  16  years  of 
age,  married  Ambrose  William  Wilson^  and,  in  May  following,  they  pre- 
sented jointly  a  memorial  to  the  Commissioners,  under  the  Act,  applying 
for  a  Grant  of  the  allotment  in  question  to  be  made  to  them,  claiming 
under  the  aforesaid  will  and  lease.  Almost  immediately  afterwards, 
however,  it  appears,  Wilson  proceeded  to  a  sale  of  the  land  by  auction, 
in  lots,  and  the  testator  Terry ^  under  whom  the  plaintiflfe  claim,  pn^ 
chased  the  whole,  and  paid  him  nearly  a  moiety  of  the  purchase  money 
for  them.  He  appears  to  have  bought  none  of  the  lots  at  the  sale,  but 
to  have  obtained  them  at  advanced  prices  from  the  purchasers  at  snch 
sale.  The  defendant  in  this  suit  denies,  and  it  is  not  distinctly  shown 
(so  far  as  that  fact  may  be  material),  that  she  was  any  party  to  those 
sales.  Be  that  as  it  may,  Mr.  Terry  took  possession ;  but  no  convey- 
ance of  any  kind  seems  to  have  been  executed,  and,  in  February,  1835, 
the  Crown  Grant  issued  to  Wilson  and  his  wife,  their  heirs  and  assigns 
There  is  the  usual  clause  inserted,  however,  that  "  the  lawful  rights  of 
all  persons  other  than  the  grantees  shall  enure  and  be  held  harmless. 
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The  Grant  purports  to  have  been  made,  under  the  Claims  to  Land  Act,         1860. 
on  the  recommendation  of  the  Commissionera     And  it  appears  to  have       Terby 
been  issued  in  pursuance  (or  supposed  pursuance)  of  the  Proclamation; 
since  a  quit-rent  is  reserved,  in  accordance  apparently  ^ith  the  terms 
there  stated,  respecting  the  arrears  of  such  rents. 


V, 

Wilson. 
Stephen  C.J. 


Afterwards,  that  is  to  say,  in  May  and  September,  1835,  followed  the 
petitions  to  the  then  judges  of  this  Court  by  Wilson  and  his  wife,  which 
are  noticed  in  our  judgment  in  the  ejectment  suit.  The  first  petition 
recites  the  will  and  the  Grant  (making  no  mention  of  the  lease),  and 
states  that  the  petitioners,  after  the  marriage,  having  no  means  of 
repairing  the  houses,  "  deemed  it  more  to  their  interests  to  dispose  of 
the  premises";  but  that,  as  the  female  petitioner  was  a  minor,  they  could 
not  complete  the  sale,  and  give  good  titles,  without  the  authority  of  the 
Court.  It  then  prays  that  trustees  be  appointed  for  her,  to  "  complete *' 
the  sale,  and  invest  the  proceeds  for  the  petitioners,  and  their  children 
should  they  have  any.  The  fact  of  some  previous  sale,  therefore,  may 
be  collected  ;  but  none  is  specifically  or  distinctly  mentioned.  The 
second  petition,  however,  which  has  substantially  the  same  recitals  as 
the  former,  contains  no  allusion  whatever  to  a  former  sale.  It  prays 
that  trustees  may  be  appointed  for  the  infant,  to  sell  the  property  under 
the  direction  of  the  Court.  Trustees  were  accordingly  appointed,  to 
whom  Mr.  Terry  paid  the  balance  of  his  purchase  money ;  those  trustees 
and  Mr.  Wthon  executed  a  conveyance ;  and  Terry,  and  those  who  claim 
under  him,  have  been  in  possession  ever  since,  and  expended  large  sums 
in  improvements  on  the  property.  He  also  paid  the  quit-rent,  reserved 
by  the  Grant,  as  by  its  terms  the  grantee  was  bound  to  do. 

The  husband  died  in  1839,  about  which  time  Sophia  Wilson  became 
of  age;  and  she  brought  her  ejectment  in  1848.  This  Bill  was  there- 
upon filed  against  her.  It  does  not  rely  on  the  sale  or  any  of  the  pro- 
ceedings under  the  said  petitions,  but  insists  that  the  property  at  the 
time  of  the  defendant's  marriage  was  leasehold,  and  only  convertible 
into  freehold  under  the  Proclamation  in  favour  of  the  person  then  law- 
fully entitled  ; — that,  as  she  claims  under  a  Grant,  which  was  obtained 
on  her  memorial  to  the  Commissioners,  stating  that  the  property  was 
leasehold,  she  is  bound  by  that  representation ; — and  the  plaintiffs 
maintain,  that  such  leasehold  interest  vested  absolutely  in  her  husband, 
who  consequently  could  dispose  of  it  as  he  thought  proper.  On  the 
argument  before  the  Primary  Judge  accordingly,  and  afterwards  on  the 
Appeal,  it  was  contended  that  the  defendant  was  a  trustee,  and  ought 
to  be  so  declared  for  the  plaintiffs,  the  Grant  having  mistakenly  been 
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1850.        issued  to  her,  but  with  a  saving  of  the  rights  of  all  persons  then  entitled 


Sffiphen  C.J. 


Terry  to  the  same.  It  was  argued,  that  the  procurement  of  the  Grant  by 
Wii^oN  ^i^^on,  in  his  own  and  his  wife's  name,  was  in  effect  a  mere  voluntary 
and  fraudulent  settlement,  void  as  against  the  previous  vendees.  The 
Proclamation,  it  was  observed,  gave  Jier  no  claim,  but  enured  for  the 
benefit,  only,  of  the  "  lawful  representative  "  of  the  lessee,  or  occupant^ 
which  representative  was  the  husband  only,  or,  rather,  at  the  time  the 
Grant  issued,  the  testator  Terry^  as  the  purchaser  under  him.  The 
Proclamation,  the  Act  of  1833,  and  the  Grant,  all  alike  showed,  that 
the  Crown  meant  only  to  give  a  title  to  the  true  owner,  the  party  entitled 
in  equity,  and  good  conscience,  to  be  so  deemed.  And  other  enactments 
passed  subsequently,  it  was  said,  supported  the  same  conclusion.  But 
here  the  Commissioners  had,  in  ignorance  of  the  facts,  decided  in  favour 
of  the  wrong  party ;  and  a  member  of  the  Board  had  given  evidence, 
that  their  recommendation  would  have  been  in  favour  of  the  vendee,  had 
they  known  those  facts.  The  leasehold  interest  (the  learned  counsel 
contended)  could  not  bo  separated  from  the  right  to  the  enlargement  of 
it,  conferred  by  the  Proclamation.  There  was  no  more  than  a  chattel 
interest,  until  the  option  to  accept  a  larger  estate  was  declared,  and 
then  the  subsequent  title  was  engrafted  on  the  prior  one.  It  is  sub- 
mitted, moreover,  in  the  Petition  of  Appeal,  that  the  defendant  was 
barred  by  acquiescence  and  lapse  of  time ;  but  this  point  was  not  argued, 
and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  she  has  acquiesced,  since  her  coming 
of  age  and  disco verture,  or  that  any  injury  has  accrued  to  the  plaintiffs^ 
by  the  delay  afterwards  to  prosecute  her  claim. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  argued  for  the  defendant,  that  she  had  a 
claim  to  the  fee,  under  the  will,  and  the  promise  contained  in  the  Proclama- 
tion, by  "right  of  occupancy  " — which  was  an  interest,  that  never  vested 
in  WilsoTh,  Could  he  alone,  it  was  asked,  have  obtained  a  Grant  ?  His 
vendees  were  no  representatives  of  any  one,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Proclamation.  The  term  was  a  designatlo  personcPy  and  not  a  matter 
annexed  to  the  estate.  The  lease  of  1833  ought  not  to  have  been  accepted. 
Before  that  acceptance  there  was  no  tenancy.  The  lease,  however,  could 
not  affect  the  question,  for  it  was  uncertain  and  void.  The  wife's 
interest,  if  it  be  one  cognizable  by  law  at  all,  savours  of  the  reality,  like 
the  expectancy  of  an  heir,  and  was  barrable  by  fine.  It  was  no  mere 
chattel  interest.  The  defendant's  case,  in  short,  was  this  : — She  had  a 
promise  of  a  Grant,  and  she  marries  ;  her  husband  sells  the  land,  and, 
afterwards,  the  Grant  issues  to  her  and  hira.  What  right  has  the  vendee, 
said  the  learned  counsel,  against  a  married  infant,  under  such  circum- 
stances as  these  1 
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original  hearing,  were  the  following  : — Purdew  v,  Jackson  (10);  Lawes       Terry 
V.  Bennett  (11);  Towrdey  v.  Bedwell  (12);  Blake  v.  Blake  (13);  Doe     ^-jJ^^on. 
dem,  Pennington  v.  Tani^e  (14) ;  9  Jar,  and  Byth.  11,  2  ibid.  74  ,and  5    ^     ,     ^  j 
ibid.y  572;    Taster  v.  Marriott  (15);   Taylor  i\  Attorney-General  (16) 
(showing  that  Treasury  Minutes  may  be  referred  to) ;  Rawe  v.  Chichester 
(17)  ;  and  Seabourne  v,  Powel  (18). 

We  have  fully  considered  this  matter,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
Decree  of  dismissal  was  right.  The  plaintiffs'  case  is  a  very  hard  one, 
but  the  question  for  us  is,  whether  there  are  any  circumstances  to 
constitute  the  defendant,  who  was  an  infant  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
actions relied  on,  a  trustee  for  those  parties,  and  we  cannot  see  that 
there  are.  Joel  Joseph  bequeathed  to  his  daughter,  it  is  clear,  whatever 
interest  he  then  had  in  the  property.  What  that  was,  we  have  already 
said,  it  is  not  easy  to  determine ;  but,  that  there  was  an  expectancy 
beyond  that  of  a  mere  leasehold,  seems  plain  from  the  nature  of  the 
bequest,  which  was  to  a  child  then  only  two  years  of  age,  to  vest  in 
possession  on  her  marriage  or  majority.  We  think  that  her  rights  are 
not  to  be  prejudiced  by  her  trustees'  acceptance  of  the  lease  in  1823, 
even  if  that  instrument  were  not  void,  which  we  clearly  conceive  that 
it  was.  The  Proclamation  promised  a  Grant  to  every  person,  or  his 
representative,  who  was  in  possession  by  right  of  occujyancy^  on  or  before 
the  30th  June,  1823.  Now  Josephs  was  clearly  a  person  answering  that 
description ;  and  the  infant  devisee  was,  in  that  behalf,  his  "  represen- 
tative."  If,  however,  the  lease  bound  her,  then  equally  the  Proclamation 
operated  in  her  favour  :  but,  in  that  event,  in  her  own  right,  as  a  person 
(by  her  trustee)  in  possession  on  the  said  30th  June,  by  "  lease  from  the 
Governments^  In  this  state  of  things,  her  husband  takes  on  himself  to 
sell  the  property.  The  first  question  is,  had  he  a  right  to  do  so  ?  But, 
if  he  had,  in  the  tlien  state  of  things,  it  will  not  necessarily  follow  that, 
on  the  Crown's  afterwards  giving  the  fee  jointly  to  him  and  his  wife,, 
she  was  not  entitled  to  retain  the  gift,  but  became  a  trustee  thereupon 
for  her  husband's  vendee. 

We  will  assume  that  Wilson  sold  the  property,  having  an  interest  by 
virtue  of  that  lease ;  although  we  think  that  he  had  none,  for  the  reasons 
already  given.  The  wife,  however,  who  is  not  shown  to  have  been  a 
party  to  that  sale  (unless  the  petition  of  herself  and  her  husband  be  so 

(10)  1  Russ.  1  .  (11)  1  Cox  167.  (12)  14  Vea.  591.  (13)  7  Br.  P.C.  241. 
(U)  13  Jnr.  119.  (15)  2  Amb.  063.  (16)  8  Sim.  436.  (17)  2  Ainb.719. 
(18)2VerE.  lU 
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1850.  taken),  or,  if  she  were  a  party,  was  then  a  girl  of  sixteen  only,  presnm- 
T£RRT  A^ly  ignorant  of  the  consequences,  and  under  her  husband's  infiaence 
and  control,  had  previously  joined  him  in  asking  for  a  Grant,  to  be  made 
out  to  themselves,  and,  after  the  sale,  but  before  the  completion  by  any 
conveyance,  such  Grant  is  issued.  What  equity  that  state  of  things 
creates,  against  the  wife,  then  an  infant,  to  enable  the  vendee  under  the 
husband  to  have  her  declared  a  trustee  for  him,  we  are  compelled  to  say 
that  we  cannot  discover.  The  Grant  gave  each  a  joint  estate  for  their 
lives,  with  mutual  benefit  of  survivorship;  and  she  may  even  have  yielded 
too  much  when  she  asked  the  Crown  to  confer  on  her  husband  that 
extent  of  interest.  But,  why,  without  fraud,  should  she  lose  the  benefit 
and  title  so  given  to  herself  ] 

The  plaintiffs'  case  is  not  aided,  we  think,  by  the  petitions,  and  the 
proceedings  thereon,  of  1835.  We  have  already  held,  that  they  did  not 
bind  the  infant,  and,  no  doubt,  the  plaintiffs  do  not  now  rely  on  thew. 
But  it  is  remarkable,  that  the  petition  finally  acted  on  alludes  to  no  past 
sale.  It  asks  that  the  petitioners  might  be  allowed  to  proceed  to  a  sale, 
and  the  Order  was  that  one  should  be  had,  under  the  direction  of  the 
Court,  for  the  infant's  benefit — the  moneys  to  be  invested,  and  held  for 
her ;  which,  by  the  way,  so  far  as  we  can  perceive,  was  never  done.  It 
is  clear  from  these  proceedings,  that  the  property  was  at  that  time 
treated,  on  all  hands,  as  being  that  of  the  infant, — certainly  not  that  of 
Wilson  alone.  And  if  the  sale  from  him  could  have  been  relied  on,  the 
supposed  infant  trustee  could  have  been  then  as  easily  decreed  against, 
as  now. 

With  respect  to  the  discussion,  concerning  the  effect  of  the  Claims  to 
Land  Acts, — ^we  are  entirely  of  opinion  with  the  plaintiffs,  that  Grants 
were  only  intended  to  be  given,  under  the  recommendation  of  the  Com- 
missioners, for  the  benefit  of  the  party  really  and  fairly  entitled  in  each 
case  to  them.  But,  if  we  thought  that  the  Grant  had,  in  this  instance, 
been  recommended  and  made  to  the  wrong  person,  which  is  not  our 
opinion,  we  should  still  be  unprepared  to  hold,  that  the  mistake  created 
the  wife,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  a  trustee  for  the  right 
party,  which  is  what  the  court  is  here  asked  to  hold.  The  Act,  as  was 
observed  by  Mr.  Justice  Manning,  in  Spencer  v.  Gray  (19),  22  Septem- 
ber, 1848  (speaking  of  the  5  Will.  IV,  No.  21,  the  enactments  of  which 
are,  as  to  this  point,  the  same  as  the  one  in  question  here),  does  not 
constitute  this  Court  a  Court  of  Appeal  from  the  decisions  of  the  Com- 
missioners.    And  both  that  case  and   Walker  v.  Webb  (20),  decided  by 

(19)  Ante,  p.  477.  (20)  Ante,  p.  253. 
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Mr.  Justice  a'Beckett,  25  Febniarj,  1845,  are  authorities  for  holding,        1850. 


th&tyraud  or  imconacientioiwiesa  in  the  grantee  is  necessary,  to  consti-       Terry 
tute  him  a  trustee  for  the  party  entitled.  ^' 

But  it  seems  plain,  that  the  Act  of  4  Will.  lY  (the  only  one  then  in  Stephen  C.J. 
force)  had  no  application  to  this  case.  According  to  the  preamble,  as 
well  as  the  enacting  part,  it  embraces  cases  only,  in  which  persons  have 
"  obtained  possession,  under  promise  of  a  Grant,"  and  in  which  the  appli- 
cants claim,  through  persons  "  who  originally  obtained  possession  "  under 
such  promise.  Now  neither  Joseplis,  nor  (so  far  as  is  shown)  any  of  his 
predecessors  ever  obtained  possession  under  any  such  promise,  although 
he  or  they,  or  this  defendant  in  his  right,  may  have  received  such  a  pro- 
mise (as  e,g,  under  Governor  Darlhig^s  Proclamation)  some  years  after 
having  been  in  possession.  But,  if  Josephs  or  any  such  predecessor  did 
obtain  possession,  originally,  under  such  a  promise,  then  his  equitable 
claim  to  the  fee,  under  it,  descended  to  this  defendant,  the  lease,  being 
clearly  in  derogation  of  that  claim,  could  not  bind  her,  the  husband  had 
nothing  to  dispose  of,  and  all  the  arguments,  consequently,  as  to  the 
vendee's  rights  under  him,  are  at  end. 

We  conceive,  however,  that  such  was  the  infant's  claim,  under  the 
Proclamation,  though  previously  t\^efee  may  never  have  been  promised ; 
and  that  such  claim  existed  prior  to  and  independently  of  the  lease. 
Notwithstanding  the  informality  of  his  will,  there  is  nothing  to  show 
that  Josephs  ever  occupied,  as  a  claimant  of  less  (eventually)  than  the 
fee.  He  may  have  had  no  mode  of  enforcing  such  a  claim,  and  all  his 
interest  may  have  rested,  alone,  on  the  honor  or  bounty  of  the  Crown. 
The  same,  in  fact,  may  be  said  of  the  Proclamation.  But,  under  that 
document,  the  representative  of  every  person  who  was  in  possession  (on 
or  before  the  30th  June,  1823)  by  right  of  occupancj/y  might  clearly 
claim  a  grant  in  fee.  This,  it  appears  to  us,  was  no  incident  or  matter 
annexed  to  the  lease,  even  if  the  infant  could  be  held  to  claim  under 
the  lease.  It  was  a  right,  interest,  or  claim,  flowing  from  the  grace  of 
the  Crown ;  founded,  doubtless,  on  the  desire  to  encourage  settlements 
in  the  colony,  and  to  hold  out  temptations  for  permanent  and  valuable 
improvements  on  its  lands.  Now,  at  the  time  of  Sophia  Wilson's 
marriage,  who  was  entitled  to — or  could  successfully  have  claimed  that 
grace  1  Clearly,  it  appears  to  us,  herself.  If  not,  why  did  her  husband 
and  herself,  jointly,  apply  to  the  Commissioners  for  Grants?  Why  was 
her  name  inserted  with  his,  in  the  instrument  recommended  by  them? 
But,  that  she  (alone  or  with  her  husband)  was  throughout  considered 
entitled  to  the  fee,  and  nothing  less,  however  the  right  originally  may 
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1850.        have  been  acquired,  is  too  plain  for  dispute.     The  proceedings  in  the 

Terry       Court  after  the  issue  of  the  Grant,  and  the  order  made  for  investing  the 

Wilson      pro<5©ed8  of  any  sale,  for  her  and  her  children's  benefit,  tend  strongly  to 

^  show  the  fact    Surely,  then,  her  husband's  title  to  alienate  that  equitable 

fee,  in  his  own  right,  from  her  and  her  representatives,  cannot  on  any 

principle  of  law  be  maintained.     And,  if  not,  no  assent  of  hers,  labouring 

as  she  then  was  under  a  double  incapacity,  could  confer  validity  on  any 

such  assumption. 

As  to  the  three  cases  most  relied  on,  to  which  we  shall  advert  pre- 
sently, they  are  clearly  distinguishable.  No  person  will  dilipute,  that  a 
husband  has  a  right  to  his  wife's  chattels  real.  But  the  question  is,  as 
to  this,  whether  the  wife  had  not  something  more ;  and  we  have  already 
expressed  the  opinion,  that  she  had.  The  case  was  put  for  the  plaintifik^ 
as  if  she  or  her  husband  had  an  option  to  exercise,  before  the  estate  was 
leasehold  only.  But,  if  so,  the  opinion  would  seem  to  have  been  declared , 
when  the  Grant  in  fee  was  applied  for.  The  truth  is,  however,  that  the 
leasehold  interest  was  clearly  never  thought  of.  The  possession  in 
JosepIiSi  his  will,  the  lease,  the  Proclamation,  were  all  regarded  as  so 
many  evidences  of  the  infant's  claim  to  that  Grant.  But,  for  any  other 
object  than  that  of  establishing  a  right  to  the  fee,  the  Proclamation  was 
useless. 

Latoes  v,  Bennett  (21),  followed  by  Townley  t\  Bedwell  (22),  are  to  tbi& 
effect  only,  that  if  a  man  make  a  lease,  with  an  agreement  that  the  lessee 
may  within  a  fixed  period  purchase,  and  the  lessor  die,  and  afterwards 
the  lessee  elects  to  take  the  fee,  in  such  case  the  land  thereupon  becomes, 
from  the  date  of  such  election,  as  between  the  deceased's  heir  and 
executor,  personal  estate.  This  merely  shows,  that  a  leasehold  interest 
may,  for  certain  purposes,  be  dealt  with  as  real  estate.  And  the  con* 
verse  holds  equally.  But  the  value  of  the  principle,  or  at  any  rate,  its 
importance  to  the  plaintiffs,  does  not  so  clearly  appear.  In  the  more 
obvious  view  of  those  cases,  they  rather  assist  the  defendant  Herr^ 
however,  is  a  very  different  state  of  circumstances.  After  making  a 
lease,  the  landlord  contracts  with  his  lessee  to  sell  him  the  entire  estate. 
It  will  surely  not  be  disputed,  that  the  latter  is  then  equitable  owner  of 
the  fee.  Suppose  this  person  be  a  female,  and  that  she  marries.  The 
husband  knowing  of  this  equitable  fee,  takes  on  him  to  sell  it,  and  then 
dies.  That  is  really,  in  effect,  it  seems  to  us,  on  the  plaintiffs'  own  show- 
ing, the  case  here.  But,  because  the  landlord  is  the  Crown,  and  the 
promise  was  to  the  lessee,  or  a  person  under  whom  she  became  so,  and 

(21)  1  Cox  167.  (22)  14  Vea.  691. 
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to  her  or  his  representatives,  a  term  not  wholly  free  from  ambiguity,  a        1850. 

distinction  is  taken,  and  the  promise  is  supposed  to  have  been,  to  the  Terry 

female  and  her  husband,  and  any  body  to  whom  he  misht  choose  to  „,  ^' 

^  J  J  o  Wilson. 


convey  that  character. 

The  case  of  Seaboume  v.  Powell  (23)  is  scarcely  more  to  the  purpose. 
The  trustees  of  a  married  woman,  having  acquired  a  title  to  certain 
leasehold  property,  which,  before  she  had  a  title,  she  and  her  husband 
had  mortgaged  for  mo^ey  borrowed,  were  decreed  to  confirm  that  mort- 
gage, the  new  estate  being,  as  it  was  said,  ^*  grafted  into  the  old  stock." 
But  several  circumstances  distinguish  that  case  from  the  present.  The 
wife,  in  the  first  place,  had  joined  her  husband  in  mortgaging  (by  a  deed, 
we  may  presume,  in  itself  binding  and  efiectual)  a  property  which  was 
clearly  leasehold,  and  nothing  more.  Her  husband,  therefore,  had 
plainly  the  right  to  mortgage ;  and  she,  having  joined  him,  was  after- 
wards estopped  to  set  up  her  previous  want  of  title.  But  here  the 
husband's  right  is  the  very  point  in  debate,  and  the  wife's  concurrence 
Tvith  him,  had  it  even  been  by  a  conveyance  in  other  respects  binding, 
was  inoperative  by  reason  of  her  infancy.  In  the  next  place,  in  the  case 
cited,  the  wife  was  guilty  of  fraud,  in  procuring  the  mortgagee  to  sue  a 
surety ;  and,  finally,  the  money  borrowed  had  been  expended  on  the 
premises,  which  she  sought  to  retain,  nevertheless,  discharged  of  the 
liability  to  repay  it 

With  the  views  thus  taken  of  the  infant's  rights,  and  of  the  nature 
of  her  interest,  upon  and  after  her  marriage,  an  opinion  on  the  Claims 
to  Land  Acts,  beyond  that  already  expressed  on  the  4  Will.  IV,  No.  9, 
is  unnecessary.  And  if  the  effect  of  the  clause,  in  Grants  issued  under 
them,  and  inserted  in  the  Grant  to  Wilson  and  wife,  for  protecting  the 
rights  of  other  persons,  be  all  which  the  plaintifis  would  attribute  to  it, 
their  case  would  not  (consistently  with  these  views)  be  sustained,  since 
we  think  that,  unless  the  rules  and  forms  established  for  the  protection 
of  married  women  and  infants,  and  their  property,  be  subverted,  no 
other  person  than  herself  has  any  such  right.  The  appeal,  therefore, 
has,  in  our  judgment,  wholly  failed,  and  must  be  dismissed,  with  the 
costs  attendant  on  that  failure. 

Decree  U2>held,    Bill  dismissed,  with  costs* 
(23)  2  Vern.,  11. 
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1849.  REGINA  V.  BLAND.  (1) 

Criminal  information— Inciting  to  a  breach  of  the  peace — Jurisdiclioti  of  the  Covrt, 


Oct.  18. 
Stephen  C.J. 


In  applications  for  a  criminal  information,  the  Court  has  a  more  extemrve 
jariadiction  than  a  Grand  Jury,  inasmuch  as  it  can  take  into  acooont  the  oomdact 
and  character  of  the  prosecutor,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  act  complained  of. 

In  this  case  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  bj  JRcJiie  on  behalf  of  JRobert 
Lowe,  Esq.,  M.C.,  calling  upon  William  Bland,  Esq.,  to  show  cause  why 
a  criminal  information  should  not  be  filed  against  him  on  two  grounds : 
first)  on  the  ground  that  the  letter  next  referred  to  was  written  with 
the  apparent  intention  of  inciting  Mr.  Lotoe  to  commit  a  breach  of  the 
peace ;  and,  secondly,  on  the  ground,  that  the  same  letter  was  an 
apparent  breach  of  Mr.  Lovoe^e  privileges  as  a  member  of  the  Legislative 
Assembly,  and  calculated  to  intimidate  him  in  the  performance  of  his 
duty  as  such  member. 

The  letter  was  to  the  following  effect : — 

October  lltfa,  1849. 
Sir, — I  have  this  moment  read  the  report  of  your  speech  of  yesterday  evening 
in  the  Sydney  Morning  Herald  of  to-day,  and  I  feel  no  doubt  that  yon  have  used 
your  position  in  the  Council  to  vent  your  private  malignity  against  me.  I  am, 
however,  recommended  not  to  call  upon  you  for  the  satisfiaction  of  a  gentleman, 
because  yon  have  on  more  occasions  than  one  (where  the  claim  for  r^Hoation  w»b, 
from  the  nature  of  the  insult  inflicted,  even  stronger  than  in  this  case)  in  a  ™^""*r 
the  most  cowardly  evaded  it.  I  shall,  therefore,  content  myself  with  merely 
expressing  my  opinion,  that  you  are  a  coward  and  a  scoundrel,  but  which  opinioa 
I  shall  be  ha^py  to  retract,  if  it  is  in  your  nature  to  give  me  an  opportunity. 

I  am.  Sir, 
Your  most  obedient  servant, 
Robert  Lowe,  Esq.,  M.C.  W.  BLAND. 

On  October  18th, 

Michie  moved  to  make  the  rule  absolute. 

The  Solicitor-General  and  Barvall,  contra.  The  affidavit  of  the 
defendant  showed  that  there  was  no  intention  to  provoke  a  breach  of 
the  peace,  and  this  was  confirmed  by  an  affidavit  ^f  Mr.  Wentworth, 
The  following  cases  were  cited  : — The  King  v.  Phillips  (2)  ;  Frideaux  p. 

(1)  Tfie  Sydney  Afoming  ITerald,  October  12  and  20,  1849. 

(2)  6  East,  464. 
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Arthur  (3) ;  The  King  v,  Larrieu  (4) ;  The  Queen  v.  Latceon  (5) ; 
Xeiley  v,  Carson  (6) ;  The  Queen  v.  Langley  (7) ;  The  Qu^een  v,  M^Innes, 
(8). 

Michiey  in  reply. 

His  Honor  the  Chief  Justice,  after  stating  the  terms  of  the  rule, 
and  that  one  ground  of  it,  viz.,  that  which  related  to  the  breach  of  Mr. 
Lowe's  privilege  as  a  member,  must  have  found  its  way  into  it  by  mis- 
take,  and  with  which  he  had  no  hand,  thinking  as  he  did,  that  since  the 
case  of  Ktiley  v.  Carson^  a  member  of  a  colonial  House  of  Assembly  had 
no  such  privilege  as  members  of  the  House  of  Commons  enjoyed,  said 
there  were  really  only  two  grounds  now  to  be  considered.  In  deciding 
them,  the  question  incidentally  arose,  whether  an  indictment  would  lie^ 
for  writing  a  letter  containing  abusive  language,  the  natural  tendency  of 
which  would  induce  a  party  to  commit  a  breach  of  the  peace,  even  though 
it  was  sworn  that  the  letter  was  not  written  with  such  an  intention. 
His  Honor  said  he  was  of  opinion  no  indictment  could  lie,  because  this 
was  not  like  a  case  of  murder,  or  other  cases  where  the  question  of 
intention  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  commission  of  the  crime,  at  least 
not  in  the  mind.  The  question  was  would  a  Grand  Jury  looking  at  the 
matter  as  the  Court  looks  at  it,  send  the  case  down  for  trial  before  a 
petty  jury.  The  fact  that  a  petty  jury  might  acquit  the  defendant,  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  decision  the  Court  ought  to  arrive  at.  A  Qrand 
Jury,  however,  would  not  have  the  same  evidence  before  it,  that  this 
Court  has.  This  Court  has  a  peculiar  jurisdiction,  and  takes  notice  of 
evidence  not  admissible  before  a  grand  jury.  The  jurisdiction  this  Court 
lias  is  different  to  that  exercised  by  the  Attomey-Gkneral.  This  peculiar 
jurisdiction,  amongst  other  things,  enables  the  Court,  for  instance,  to 
inquire  into  the  conduct  and  character  of  the  prosecutor ;  it  has  also  a 
discretion  to  exercise,  whether  under  all  the  circumstances,  the  prose- 
cutor has  so  behaved  himself,  that  he  is  entitled  to  call  upon  the  Court 
to  exercise  this  peculiar  juiisdiction.  The  Court,  therefore,  is  to  look 
into  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Zot^,  to  see  whether  he  provoked  Mr.  Bland  to 
do  that  which  he  did  ;  and  referring  to  Mr.  Lowe  a  conduct,  the  Court 
could  only  look  to  the  report  of  the  speech  complained  of,  and  referred 
to  in  the  letter.  From  the  letter  it  was  clear  the  whole  provocation  was 
contained  in  the  report  of  the  Herald,  The  learned  Judge  said  he 
quite  concurred  in  what  had  fallen  from  the  Solicitor-General,  as  to 
the  privilege  of  a  member  being   confined   to   what  was    really   in 


1840. 


Regina 

I'. 
Bland. 


(3)  Lofft,  394.     (4)  7  A  and  K,  277.     (5)  1  Q  B.  486.     (6)  4  Moore's  P.C.C,  C3. 
(7)  2  Lord  Raymond,  1029.        (8)  Res.  Jadg.,  and  ante,  p.  351. 
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StfThcnCJ, 


Recixa      ^^30  Baid,  extended  no  farther  than  that  of  a  barrister.     To  maintain 
J.  '' .  that  privilege  inviolate  was  of  the  highest  importance  of  all.     His  Honor 

then  said  he  had  read  the  report  in  question,  he  found  the  debate  was 
about  the  University,  and  he  found  that  the  Bill  dropped,  so  that  it 
was  likely  the  question  as  to  the  proposed  University  would  be  agun 
brought  forward.  From  a  careful  perusal  of  that  report,  he  was  of  a 
deliberate  opinion,  that,  in  it  Mr.  Bland  had  no  just  cause  of  offence 
whatever.  In  making  this  remark  he  had  no  hesitation  in  doing  sa 
The  debate  turned  upon  a  principle  of  vital  importance  to  this  colony, 
and  to  the  proposed  University,  viz.,  whether  persons  who  had  been 
transported  to  this  colony  were  eligible  to  be  on  the  senate.  That 
question  was  fairly  debated,  it  was  argued  by  Mr.  Lowe,  as  a  question 
of  principle,  and  no  particular  reference  was  made  to  Mr.  Bland,  nor 
was  his  name  mentioned.  His  Honor  then  read  two  or  three  passages 
from  the  report.  It  was  to  be  regretted,  however,  that  the  word  con- 
vict was  used  in  the  last  sentence.  With  the  report,  he  repeated,  Mr. 
Bland,  in  his  Honor's  judgment,  had  no  just  ground  or  reason  to  find 
fault.  It  certainly  afforded  no  provocation  to  Mr.  Bland  to  write  the 
letter  he  sent  to  Mr.  Lowe.  His  Honor  said  he,  from  the  Bench,  could 
only  recognise  Mr.  Bland,  for  the  purpose  of  the  debate,  as  one  of  those 
who  came  to  the  colony  as  a  convict.  Off  the  Bench,  he  had  the  highest 
esteem  for  him,  for  his  very  good  qualities ;  he  knew  that  his  case  was 
a  peculiar  one,  and  had  been  distinguished  from  others  by  society  here. 
His  subsequent  career  in  the  colony  entitled  him  to  perfect  oblivion  and 
forgiveness  for  the  past.  Then  as  to  the  letter  written  by  Mr.  Bland, 
it  may  have  been  written  hastily,  but  still  to  his  Honor's  mind  it  was 
one  of  the  grossest  and  most  improper  ever  penned ;  it  was  written  too 
in  the  absence  of  provocation,  it  was  wholly  inexcusable.  Judging  of  the 
letter,  according  to  the  maxim  that  the  objects  of  the  acts  of  a  man  must 
be  judged  and  construed  according  to  their  natural  probable  result,  it  must 
be  intended  that  Mr.  Bland  in  writing  the  letter  did  so  with  the  intention 
to  incite  Mr.  Lowe  to  commit  a  breach  of  the  peace.  That  intention  may 
be  looked  at  in  two  ways,  first,  that  the  writer  intended  him  to  fight  a 
duel,  or  if  not  that,  yet,  considering  the  very  galling  and  insulting  nature 
of  the  letter,  Mr.  Lotve  might  be  induced  to  commit  a  breach  of  the  peace 
by  assaulting  him.  Either  of  these  two  would  be  sufficient  His  Honor 
said  he  was  further  of  opinion  that  the  intention  of  the  letter  was  also  to 
deter  Mr.  Lowe  from  ever  again  daring  to  mention  his  (Mr.  Blatid's)  name 
in  connection  with  the  Univei*sity  Bill.  It  must  be  remembered  that  the 
Bill  had  dropped,  but  it  was  more  than  likely  that  the  debate  would  be 


V, 

Bland. 
Stephen  C.J. 
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renewed.  This  question  was  of  deep  importance — important  to  all  1849. 
classes,  for  all  equally  had  an  interest  in  supporting  the  due  and  proper  Regina 
freedom  of  speecli  in  the  Legislative  Assembly.  Without  it  there  was 
an  end  of  whatever  liberties  we  might  possess.  It  was  of  the  utmost 
importance  that  every  member  of  Council  should  enjoy  and  exercise  the 
right  of  expressing  his  honest  opinion  on  every  subject  without  being 
exposed  to  gross  and  flagrant  insult.  If  the  Court  should  not  protect 
men  under  such  circumstances,  they  would  take  the  law  in  their  own 
hands,  and  blood  would  be  shed.  Mr.  Lowe  had,  therefore,  done  quite 
right  in  making  this  application.  In  conclusion,  His  Honor  said,  that 
having  stated  the  principles  on  which  the  Court  acted  in  cases  of  this 
kind,  and  having  mentioned  the  view  he  took  as  to  the  apparent  in- 
tention with  which  Mr.  Bland's  letter  had  been  written,  he,  the  Chief 
Justice,  had  only  now  to  state  the  conclusion  to  which  he  had  arrived 
with  reference  to  this  rule.  "Whether  Mr.  Bland,  in  writing  that  letter, 
had  been  guilty  of  writing  it  with  the  apparent  intentions  just  men- 
tioned, depended  upon  the  intentions  actually  passing  in  his  mind  at  the 
time.  Now,  Mr.  Bland  and  Mr.  Wentworth  both  negatived,  in  terms  as 
plain  and  positive  as  can  be,  those  intentions.  To  conclude,  therefore, 
now,  in  the  face  of  those  affidavits,  that  the  letter  was  written  with  the 
intention  to  incite  a  commission  of  a  breach  of  the  peace,  would  be 
arriving  at  a  conclusion  most  grievous  to  Mr.  Bland,  imputing  to  him 
perjury,  neither  more  nor  less  ;  and  as  the  oatlis  of  Mr.  Bland  and  Mr. 
Wentworth  ought  to  be  accredited,  the  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged. 
His  Honor  said,  he  deeply  regretted  that  Mr.  Bland  and  Mr.  Wentworth 
in  their  affidavits  had  repeated  the  insult,  by  going  out  of  their  way  to 
inflict  insult  by  imputing  to  Mr.  Lowe  acts  of  cowardice.  Such  a  course 
could  not  be  extenuated ;  it  was  highly  reprehensible.  Considering, 
however,  that  the  letter  was  written  without  the  slightest  provocation, 
that  the  terms  used  in  it  were  most  gross,  ungentlemanly,  and  insulting, 
that  the  insult  was  repeated  and  greatly  aggravated  by  Mr.  Bland's 
subsequent  conduct,  a  course  persisted  in  up  to  the  last  moment,  and 
considering  that  Mr.  Lowe  was  entirely  absolved  from  the  imputation 
of  having  given  any  the  slightest  provocation,  and  that  but  for  the 
affidavits  filed  in  reply,  he  would  have  had  the  rule  made  absolute.  His 
Honor  was  of  opinion  that  the  rule,  although  discharged,  must  be  dis- 
charged without  costs. 

Mr.  Justice  Dickinson  said  that  he  agreed  with  the  Chief  Justice  in 
the  conclusion  as  which  he  had  arrived,  and  substantially  in  the  observa- 
tions he  had  made.  He  would  only  add,  assuming  (for  the  sake  of 
argument)  that  the  principle  contended  for  by  Mr.  Lotve  respecting  the 


538 


SUPREME  GOUKT  CASES. 


1840. 


Rboixa 

V. 

Bland. 
Dickinson  J. 


coDBtitHtion  of  the  senate  was  valaable,  be  thoaght  its  assertion  would 
have  been  more  satisfactory,  had  Mr.  Loioe  speciGcallj  excepted  Mr. 
Blandy  and  the  drcamstances  of  his  former  offence  from  any  onpleasaiit- 
ness  attendant  upon  the  argument^  obvious  as  it  is^  ihat  the  offeoob  of 
Mr.  Bland  never  did,  or  ought  to  hare  excluded  him  from  the  society 
and  station  of  men  of  honor^  countenanced,  mo^t  errojiaously,  as  that 
kind  of  offence  has  ever  been  by  persons  of  reputation,  and  practised 
as  it  had  been  by  many  most  distinguished  individuals.  But,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  is  natural  to  expect  that  in  the  haste  and  excitement  of  a 
debate,  some  qualification  of  a  position  may  sometimes  not  be  so  pointedly 
expressed  as  the  speaker  might  have  intended. 

Mr.  Justice  Manning  said  he  concurred  in  the  general  I'esult  arrived 
at  by  the  Chief  Justice^  but  would  rather  concur  with  Mr.  Justice 
Dickhison  in  his  observations  with  regard  to  tlie  report  itsell 


Rale  discharged,  icttlunU  eoita. 
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GILCHRIST  1?.  DAVIDSON.  (1)  1849. 

Nov.  14. 
Conflict  oj  Iaioa—Promi89ory  note  invalid  by  English  law — Stamps — Foreign  revenue 

laws.  Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  -7. 

The  qaestion  was  whether  a  promiaaory  note,  made  in  England,  and  insufficiently    .  _  °' .      , 
stamped,  as  appeared  by  55  Geo.  Ill,  c.  184,  and  therefore  avoided  by  31  Geo.  UI,        ^  ^^  0 
c.  25,  was  admissible  in  evidence  in  this  Colony. 

Heid,  on  the  anthority  of  Ahes  v.  Hodgmn  (2),  that  the  Colonial  Court  should 
give  efifect  to  the  revenue  laws  of  Great  Britain ; 

Also,  {per  the  Chief  JutAice  and  Manning  J.)  the  instrument  could  not  be  dealt 
with  as  valid  here,  on  the  broader  ground  that  in  the  country,  where  it  was  made, 
it  was  inoperative  and  invalid. 

Motion  for  a  non-suit  on  leave  reserved.    The  judgment  of  the  Court 
in  this  case  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice  :  This  was  an  action  by  the  indorsee  of  a  promis- 
sory note,  made  by  the  defendant  in  London,  tried  before  Mr.  Justice 
Dickinson.  The  plea  was,  simply,  that  the  defendant  did  not  make  the 
note ;  but  the  defence  in  fact  was,  that  it  was  on  an  insufficient  stamp. 
His  counsel  refeiTed  to  the  English  Statute  Book,  containing  the  55 
Gea  III,  c  184,  by  which  the  amount  of  the  stamp  clearly  appeared  to 
be  deficient.  He  produced  in  like  manner  the  31  Gea  III,  c.  25,  and 
relied  on  sections  8  and  11  of  the  former,  and  on  s.  19  of  the  latter  Act. 
No  objection  was  taken,  for  the  plaintiff,  to  the  mode  of  proving  the  two 
statutes,  but  it  was  contended  that,  as  they  affected  persons  and  things 
in  England  only,  and  related  exclusively  to  purposes  of  revenue,  this 
Court  would  not  take  any  notice  of  them,  England  being,  as  to  such 
matters,  when  the  contract  was  sought  to  be  enforced  here,  a  foreign 
country.  The  language  of  the  statute,  moreover,  was  dwelt  on,  as  show- 
ing ihat  the  instrument,  or  contract,  was  not  made  void,  but  merely  that 
the  former  could  not  be  given  in  evidence.  This,  it  was  urged,  was  a 
matter  relating  to  the  remedy,  and  the  mode  of  proceeding,  and  so  was 
governed  by  the  kxfori,  not  that  of  the  place  where  ihe  instrument  was 
made.  His  Honor  being  of  that  opinion,  so  directed  the  jury,  but  he 
reserved  leave  to  the  defendant,  to  move  for  the  entry  of  a  nonsuit 

Mr.  Afiehie  moved  accordingly,  in  the  last  term,  when  the  arguments 
for  the  pkintiff  were  renewed.     Mr.  Broadhurst  insisted  further,  that 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Oct.  13,  Nov.  17,  18«.     (2)  7  T.R,  241. 
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1849.'  the  defence  ought  to  have  been  specially  pleaded.  The  following  cases 
Gilchrist  were  cited : — Alves  v.  Hodgson  (3) ;  Clegg  v.  Levy  (4) ;  Story  Covfl, Laws, 
s.  556  and  260 ;  Amner  v,  Clark  (5) ;  Fenwick  v.  Laycock  (6) ;  Field  r. 
Woods  (7);  Datffson  v,  McDonald  (8);  Steadman  v.  BuJuzmel  (9); 
Trimbey  v,  Tignier  (10) ;  Iluber  v.  Suiner  (11) ;  De  La  Vega  v.  Viawna 
(12);  Battershy  v.  Kirk  (13);  Sm,  Merc,  LaWy  198;  and  the  case  of 
Walker  v,  Appleton  (14)  in  this  Court,  in  July,  1838. 

We  are  all  of  opinion,  that,  supposing  the  defence  here  to  be  sustain- 
able, it  need  not  have  been  specially  pleaded.  The  rules  of  pleading  in 
assumpsit  are  the  same  in  this  Court  as  at  Westminster ;  and  by  them, 
no  doubt,  all  mattei'S  which  make  a  contract  void,  or  voidable,  must  be 
pleaded.  But  the  words  of  the  statute  are,  that  no  bill  or  note  (not 
being  duly  stamped)  shall  "be  pleaded,  or  given  in  evidence  in  any  Court 
or  admitted  in  any  Court  to  be  good  or  available."  Now  it  is  fairly 
debateable,  whether  that  provision  should  be  enforced  in  this  Court ; 
but,  if  enforced,  the  mode  of  doing  so  will  be  the  same  as  in  the  English 
Courts.  The  proper  plea  there,  it  is  admitted,  is  non  /ecU,  for  the 
plaintiff  is  then  prevented,  by  force  of  the  enactment^  from  proving  that 
the  defendant  did  make  the  note.  And,  for  the  same  reason,  the  statute 
will  (if  at  all)  so  operate  here. 

Whether  a  colonial  Court  can  judiciously  notice  the  English  statute 
book,  when  it  relates  to  matters  wholly  foreign  to  the  Colony,  we  are 
now  called  on  to  determine.  As  the  case  stands  we  must  take  it  as 
established,  that  the  note  declared  on  was  not  duly  stamped  ;  and  that, 
for  that  reason,  it  could  not  be  given  in  evidence,  or  admitted  to  be 
good  or  available,  in  any  Court  in  England.  The  question  is,  whether 
nevertheless  such  an  instrument  be  or  not  admissible  in  evidence  here. 
There  are  authorities  to  support  the  position  that  if  England  can  be 
considered  a  foreign  country  as  to  such  a  matter,  the  note  declared  on 
in  this  case  would  be  so  admissible.  But,  whatever  may  be  the  law  on 
that  question,  we  are  all  agreed  that  Alves  v,  Hodgson  (15)  independently 
of  any  other  authority,  is  a  distinct  decision  that  the  English  Courts, 
on  an  objection  to  the  validity  of  a  contract  in  a  British  Colony,  will 
give  effect  to  the  revenue  laws  of  that  colony.  It  seems  to  us,  therefore, 
that,  resting  the  case  on  that  ground  alone,  the  same  respect  must 
a  fortiori  be  extended  to  the  revenue  laws  of  the  parent  state.     To  the 

(8)7T.  R.241.  (4)  3  Camp.  166.  (5)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  468.  (6)  1  Q.  R  414. 
(7)  7  A.  &  E.  114.  (8)  2M.  &  W.  26.  (9)  1 C.  B.  888.  (10)  1  Ring.  N.  C.  159. 
(11)  2  Ring.  N.  C.  202.  (12)  1  B.  &  Ad.  284.  (13)  2  Ring.  N.  C.  584.  (14)  No 
reliable  report.      (15)  7  T.R.,  241. 
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same  effect  is  the  judgment  of  this  Coart,  pronounced  by  Sir  James        1849. 

Dowlingy  in  the  case  of  Walker  v,  Appleton,  in  which,  indeed,  the  cir-    Gilchrist 

comstances  were  more  in  favour  of  the  claim,  as  the  contract,  though    ^     ^'^ 

'  '  ®      Davidson. 

made  in  England,  was  to  be  performed  in  this  Colony. 

^        '  ^  ^  Stephen  C.J. 

Mr.  Justice  Dickinson^  without  expressing  any  opinion  on  the  points 
to  which  I  am  now  going  to  refer,  desires  to  rest  his  concurrence  in  this 
judgment  exclusively  on  the  case  of  Alves  v,  Hodgsori,  and  on  the  comity 
which,  we  all  agree,  is  due  to  the  laws  of  a  country,  which  (according  to 
that  case)  recognises  our  own.  Mr.  Justice  Manning  and  myself  are  of 
opinion,  however,  that  the  decision  may  be  put  on  a  broader  ground. 
According  to  Mr.  Justice  Slory  (Confl.  of  Laws,  sections  237  to  243,  and 
260  to  262,  inclusively),  for  which  he  cites  numerous  well-known 
authorities,  contracts  which  are  void  or  illegal,  by  the  law  of  the  place 
of  the  contract,  are  held  void  and  illegal  everywhere ;  and  that  law 
governs  equally  in  everything  "  which  concerns  the  proof  and  authen- 
ticity "  of  the  contract,  or  "  which  regards  its  solemnities  or  formalities," 
or  its  "  intrinsic  and  substantive  form."  In  section  260  he  says  :  "  All 
the  formalities,  proofs,  or  authentications  of  contract,  which  are  required 
by  the  lex  lociy  are  indispensable  to  their  validity  everywhere  else." 
Then,  after  citing  several  foreign  jurists  as  to  this  doctrine,  he  adds  : 
"  And  it  seems  fully  established  in  the  common  law.  Thus,  if  by  the 
law  of  a  country  a  contract  is  void,  unless  it  is  written  on  stamped 
paper,  it  ought  to  be  held  void  everywhere,  for,  unless  it  be  good  there, 
it  can  have  no  obligation  in  any  other  country."  The  learned  author 
has  similar  passages,  in  his  work  on  promissory  notes,  sections  155  and 
158.  Now  we  regard  the  language  of  the  English  Stamp  Act  as,  in 
efiect,  while  the  instrument  remains  unduly  stamped,  making  such 
instrument  void.  It  is,  if  not  duly  stamped,  not  admissible  in  evidence, 
nor  can  it  be  received  as  good,  or  valid,  in  any  Court.  In  other  words, 
such  an  instrument  is  in  that  state  inoperative  and  invalid,  in  the 
country  where  it  was  made ;  and  how,  therefore,  consistently  with  the 
authorities,  can  it  operate  or  be  dealt  with  as  valid  in  any  other 
country  1 

It  appears  to  me  after  a  careful  examination,  that  the  only  decision 
utterly  irreconcileable  with  Alves  v,  Hodgson  (16),  is  that  of  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  in  Wynne  v,  Jackson  (17),  in  which  the  point  was  but  slightly 
noticed,  and  no  authority  on  it  was  cited  on  either  side.  According  to 
the  report.  Sir  John  Leach  does  certainly  hold,  that  the  informality  of 

(16)  7  T.  R.  241.  (17)  2  Rasa.  351. 
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1849.        the  bills  according  to  the  law  of  France,  where  they  were  drawn,  was 
GiLCHRLST    ^^  objection  to  a  recovery  on  them  in  an  English  Court.      It  may 
possibly  be,  that,  because  of  the  bills  having  been  given  in  sabstitatioa 
of  other  and  valid  bills  drawn  and  accepted  in  England,  and  of  the 
acceptors  seeking  on  independent  grounds,  to  restrain  an  action  on  them, 
he  was  not  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  the  informality,  in  that  suit. 
But,  in  the  unqualified  terms  in  which  the  doctrine  is  propounded,  it  is 
an  authority  which  seems  unsupported  by  any  other  ;  and  Mr.  Justice 
Story  speaks  of  it,  as  opposed  to  all  principle.     {Confl.  LatoSy  2d.  ed., 
p.  341,  note  1).     As  to  James  v,  Cathertoood  (18),  it  merely  decides 
that  a  receipt,  given  in  France  for  money  lent,  and  which  was  inadmis- 
sible evidence  there  for  want  of  a  stamp  could  nevertheless  be  given  in 
evidence,  as  an  acknowledgment  of  such  loan,  in  the  Courts  of  England. 
That  was  not  the  case  therefore,  of  a  contract :  the  question  was^  only, 
respecting  the  mode  of  proving  the  contract     But,  here,  the  bill  declared 
on  itself  the  contract.     The  case  of  Boucher  t.  Lawson  (19),  and  Hol- 
man  v.  Johnson  (20),  related  to  contracts  perfectly  valid  in  the  country 
where  made,  but  supposed  to  be  invalidated  by  the  circumstance,  that 
the  goods,  which  formed  the  subject  of  them,  were  to  be  smuggled  into 
another  country.     It  was  in  reference  to  that  circumstance,  that  Lord 
MansfieUTs  observation,  "  no  country  ever  takes  notice  of  the  revenue 
laws  of  another,''  was  made,  and  the  effect  of  that  observation,  therefore, 
so  often  quoted,  has  plainly  been  misunderstood.     But,  in  Clegg  «.  Levy 
(21),  Lord  Ellenhoroitgh  says : — "I  should  clearly  hold  that,  if  a  stamp 
was  necessary  to  render  this  agreement  valid  in  Surinam,  it  cannot  l>e 
received  in  evidence  without  that  stamp  here.     A  contract  must  be 
available  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  is  entered  into,  or  it  is  void  all 
the   world  over."     To   the  same  eflfect  is  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
delivered  by  Lord  Kenyon,  in  Alvea  v.  Hodgson  (22).     "  This  is  a  pro- 
missory note;  and  as  it  is  not  stamped,  it  cannot  be  received  in  evidence. 
It  is  said  that  we  cannot  take  notice  of  the  revenue  laws  of  a  foreign 
country.     But  I  think  we  must  resort  to  the  laws  of  the  country  in 
which  the  note  was  made,  and,  unless  it  be  good  there,  it  is  not  obliga- 
tory in  a  court  of  law  here."     Now,  the  note  in  that  case  was  made  in 
Jamaica,  in  July,  1796.     The  English  Stamp  Act,  containing  the  pecu- 
liar terms  of  invalidation  which  we  have  cited,  was  passed  in  the  year 
1791.     And  it  is  probable  that  the  same  phraseology  was  contained  in 
the  Jamaica  law ;  for  the  objection  was,  that  not  being  evidence  in  the 
country  where  made,  the  note  could  not  be  received  in  evidence  "  there. 

(18)  3  D.  &  R.  190.  (19)  Cas.  temp.  Hardwicke,  85.        (20)  1  (>)wp.  343. 

(21)  3  Camp.  166.  (22)  7  T.  R.  241. 
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dislinction  between  objections  ad  valorem  contractus  and  ad  modum    Gilchrist 

actionisy  is  clearly  shown.     By  the  law  of  France,  the  endorsement  of    -r^.^j'., 

a  bill  in  blank  confers  no  right  of  action  on  the  indorsee,  and  the  Court 

of  Common  Pleas  held,  therefore,  that  he  could  not  sue  in  his  own 

name  anywhere  else.     So,  in  Melan  v»  FUzjames  (24),  Chief  Justice 

Eyre  says,  ''  It  must  be  shown  what  the  laws  of  France  are,  and  that 

they  create  an  obligation,   which  the  laws  of  England    will   enforce. 

What  would  be  a  defence  there,  will  be  a  defence  here."     In  that 

principle,  though  Mr.  Justice  Heath  differed  as  to  its  application  in' 

the  particular  case,  the  whole  Court  were  agreed.     There  are  many 

authorities  to  the  same  effect,  from  foreign  jurists  and  others,  cited  in 

Mr.  Burgees  Commentaries  on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws,  vol.  3,  cap.  20. 

And,  finally,  he  sums  up  his  observations  as  to  the  lex  loci  contractus 

thus.     '*  The  conclusion  which  may  be  deduced  is  that,  if  a  contract 

had  been  made  with  those  forms  and  solemnities,  which  would  confer 

validity  on  it  in  the  country  in  which  it  was  made,  it  ought  to  receive 

effect  in  the  country  where  it  is  the  subject  of  suit.     On  the  other  hand, 

if,  in  consequence  of  a  neglect  of  the  solemnities  and  forms  prescribed  by 

the  law  of  the  country  in  which  it  was  made,  no  effect  could  be  given  to 

it  there,  no  effect  can  be  given  to  it  in  any  other  country."     3.  Com, 

CoL  Laws,  764. 

On  the  whole,  wo  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  Rule  for  a  Non-suit  in 

this  case,  must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute  for  nonsuiU 

(23)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  159.  (24)  1  Bos.  &  P.  141. 
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REGINA  V,  ROBERTS.  (1) 

Bigamy — English  Afarriafje  Ads — marrta/je  corUract  per  verba  tie  praesenti — ^26  Geo, 


March  2&.  ^A  c.  33,  s,  18  ;  4  Qeo.  IV,  c.  76,  ».  33—5  WiU,  IV,  No.  2— Presbyterian 

narria^es— declaration — 9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83.,  ss.  3  and  24—'  realm  o/ Englands— 

Stephfn  C.J.  i  i^^^^  ^„^;  statutes'— 1  Will.  IV,  No.  6,  s.  3. 
Dickinson  J. 
and 

Therry  J,  The  prisoner  was  married  to  C  by  a  clergyman  of  the  Church  of  England,  and 

.afterwards,  in  the  lifetime  of  C,  went  through  the  ceremony  of  marriage  ntdth  G, 

the  officiating  minister  being  a  Presbyterian.     A  written  declaration  to  the  effect 

that  one  of  the  parties  was  a  member  of  the  Presbyterian  Church,  was  not  taken 

by  the  minister,  as  required  by  5  Will.  IV,  No.  2,  but  it  was  proved  that  a  verbal 

statement,  that  G  was  a  member  of  that  Church,  was  made  by  the  prisoner.     The 

latter  was  tried,  and  found  guilty  of  bigamy. 

Held:  the  prisoner's  declaration  to  the  minister,  that  G  was  a  Presbyterian, 
was,  as  against  himself,  sufficient  evidence  of  her  being  a  member  of  the  Church, 
called  in  the  Act  5  Will.  IV,  No.  2,  the  Presbyterian  Church  of  Scotland. 

The  second  ceremony  acquired  no  validity  by  the  Act,  5  Will.  IV,  No.  2, 
because  it  was  not  accompanied  by  the  written  declaration,  as  thereby  required 
{Gatterall  v.  Stceetman  (2)  folloioed). 

If  the  ancient  English  marriage  law  be  in  force  in  the  Colony,  (on  which  point 
the  Chi^  Justice  and  Therry  J.  refused  to  give  an  opinion)  the  ceremony  was 
invalid  by  that  law.     {Rer/.  v.  Millis  (3)  and  Gathericood  v.  Cation  {i)  folloujed.) 

The  conviction,  however,  must  be  affirmed.  (The  Court  assigned  different 
grounds  for  the  latter  decision. ) 

{Per  the  Chief  JuMlcc  and  Tho^y  J.)  Even  though  a  valid  marriage  would  not, 
in  any  event,  have  been  effected,  the  prisoner's  entering  into  that  ceremony 
amounted  to  that  crime.     (Heg.  v.  Bawm  (5),  and  Rex  v.  Penson)  (6.) 

(Per  Dickinson  J.)  The  second  ceremony  was  a  valid  marriage  per  verba  de 
jtraesenti.  This  marriage  acquired  no  validity  from  the  ceremony  performed 
by  the  minister,  but  as  the  Act,  5  Will.  IV,  No.  2,  contained  no  clause  of  nullity, 
it  was  not  made  void  thereby.  Nor  was  it  avoided  by  the  English  Marriage 
Acts,  26  Geo.  II,  c.  33,  s.  18,  and  4  Geo.  IV,  c.  76,  s.  33,  these  not  being  in 
force  in  the  Colony.     [Rex  v.  Maloney,  1836,  ante,  p.  74.) 

The  decision  in  Regina  v.  Millis  was  based  on  the  law  anterior  to  the  Marriage 
Acts ;  which  law,  being  founded  on  positive  institutions  (the  Institutes  of  Edmund 
and  of  Lanfranc),  is  a  portion  merely  of  the  lex  scripta^  or  at  any  rate  of  the 
customary  law,  and  is  no  part  of  the  pure  common  law  of  England.  This  also  is 
not  applicable  to  the  colony. 

Marriages  |)fr  verba  de  praesenti  were  not  invalidated  by  the  7  Wili.  IV.,  No.  6. 

As  the  British  Senate  has  expressed  one  method,  by  which  the  Colonial  Legis- 
lature shall  declare  the  applicability  of  English  law,  viz.: — **  by  making  ordinances 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Nov.  8,  1849;  Jan,  6,  March  30,  18^0. 
(2)  9  Jur.  951  and  11  Jur.  914.  (3)  10  CI.  and  Fin.  634.  (4)  13  M.  and  W.  264. 
(5)  1  Cox  C.  C.  33,  and  in  1  C.  and  K.  144,  cited  as  Reg.  v.  Brawn,  (6)  5  C.  and 
P.' 412. 
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for  that  purpose"  (7),  the  latter  body  is  excluded  from  declaring  suc'j  applicability 
by  recitals  in,  or  implications  to  be  gathered  from,  ordinances  made  for  othej" 

purposes. 

The  phrase  **  realm  of  England  "  (8)  signifies  that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom 

called  England;  the  word  "laws,"  in  the  same  section  of  the  (institution  Act, 
must  be  construed  to  mean  something  dififerent  from  the  "  statutes." 

The  facts  in  this  case,  as  also  the  substance  of  the  argument,  appear 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  which  was  delivered  by  their  Honors 
separately. 

The  Chief  Justice.  The  important  questions  to  which  this  prisoner's 
trial  has  given  rise,  came  before  the  Court  in  December  last,  and  were 
argued  in  the  January  vacation,  on  a  special  case  stated  by  Mr.  Justice 
Dickinson^  by  whom  the  points  were  reserved  for  decision,  under  the 
recent  Act  of  Council.  The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  Bigamy.  His 
first  marriage  in  this  Colony,  to  one  Catherine  Cummins,  by  a  Clergy- 
man of  the  Church  of  England,  and  her  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  second  marriage,  were  clearly  proved.  The  sole  question  was,  as 
to  the  validity  of  that  second  marriage ;  or,  rather,  as  I  shall  have  occa- 
sion presently  to  show,  whether  the  ceremony  performed  on  that  occa- 
sion, and  relied  on  by  the  Crown  as  a  marriage,  was  suflficiently  valid,  or 
so  far  a  ceremony  of  marriage,  as  to  make  the  prisoner,  by  entering  into 
it  during  the  subsistence  of  the  first,  guilty  in  law  of  the  crime  charged 
upon  him.  This  was,  substantially,  the  question  submitted  to  the  Court 
by  His  Honor. 

The  Special  Case  states  the  evidence,  as  to  the  second  marriage,  to 
have  been  as  follows.  The  Rev.  Dr.  APGarvie  proved,  that  he  was  an 
ordained  minister  of  the  Church  of  Scotland  ;  and  that  that  Church  is  a 
Presbyterian  Church  : — that  the  prisoner  told  him  before  the  marriage, 
that  Elizaheth  Goodwin  (the  woman  he  was  then  about  to  marry)  was  a 
Presbyterian  : — and  that  he,  M^Garvie,  then  married  those  two  persons, 
but  without  taking,  from  either  of  them,  the  declaration  in  writing 
required  by  s.  2  of  the  Act  of  5  Will.  IV,  No.  2.  On  this  evidence,  the 
prisoner  was  under  the  Judge's  direction  found  guilty,  but  His  Honor 
reserved,  in  terms,  the  three  following  questions.  First,  whether  there 
was  sufficient  evidence  that  Elizabeth  Goodwin  was  **  a  member  of,  or 
holding  communion  with"  (in  the  words  of  the  enactment)  the  Presby- 
terian Church  of  Scotland.  Secondly,  whether  the  marriage  with  her 
was  void,  for  want  of  the  declaration  mentioned  in  that  enactment. 
Thirdly,  whether  on  the  evidence  the  conviction  can  be  sustained,  a 
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(7)  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  s.  24. 
2  m: 


(8)  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  S3,  s.  24. 
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Bbgika      although  the  ceremony  performed  by  Dr.  M^  Gar  vie  may  have  been  void, 
RoBKBTS.     y®**  ^^®  conviction  may  still  be  sustainable.     And  it  will  be  sustained, 
if  that  ceremony  was  nevertheless  sufficiently  efficacious,  as  against  the 
prisoner,  entering  into  it  during  his  wife's  lifetime,  to  constitute  bigamy. 

The  case  was  argued  before  us,  with  great  ability,  by  the  Attorney- 
General  and  Mr.  Lowe  for  the  Crown,  and  Mr.  Holroyd  for  the  prisoner ; 
but  I  do  not  propose  here  to  recapitulate  their  arguments,  as,  on  account 
of  the  great  interest  which  the  questions  excited,  they  have,  after 
receiving  the  learned  counsel's  own  revisal  (except  that  of  the  Attorney- 
General),  been  already  generally  circulated.  I  need  only  mention  the 
points  taken,  which  were  the  following. 

For  the  prisoner,  it  was  submitted  that  the  case  of  the  Queffii  v,  MiUis, 
10  CI.  and  Fin.  653,  followed  by  Catherioood  v.  Caalon,  13  M.  and  W. 
264,  was  conclusive,  that  the  presence  of  an  Episcopally  ordained  Min- 
ister was  essential,  by  the  ancient  law  of  England,  to  the  validity  of  a 
marriage,  in  every  country  where  that  law  prevails  ;  that  it  prevailed  in 
this  Colony,  to  the  necessary  exclusion  of  the  Law  of  Scotlahd,  or  any 
other,  since  there  could  not  be  two  systems  contemporaneously  in  force 
in  the  same  community  : — that  assuming  both  parties  to  the  ceremony  to 
have  been  Presbyterians,  and  immigrants  from  Scotland,  as  the  Minister 
performing  it  was,  yet  they  must  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  Colony 
alone  ;  and  that  British  subjects  settling  in  a  new  country  bring  with 
them  the  laws  of  England,  not  of  Scotland  ;  that  at  any  rate,  all  doubt 
on  the  question  (if  any  could  otherwise  have  existed)  is  prevented  by 
the  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  s.  24,  which  made  all  laws  and  statutes,  then 
in  force  in  England,  equally  in  force  in  New  South  Wales,  so  far  as  the 
same  could  be  applied  here  ;  and  that  neither  under  that  enactment,  nor 
by  the  ordinary  rules  affecting  the  applicability  of  laws  to  Colonies,  could 
it  be  maintained  that  a  law,  requiring  the  intervention  of  a  clergyman 
at  a  marriage,  was  inapplicable,  or  not  susceptible  of  application ;  that, 
consequently,  the  prisoner's  marriage  by  Dr.  M^Garvie,  a  Minister  not 
Episcopally  ordained,  was  invalid,  unless  it  were  supported  (as  the 
decision  in  CatieraM  v,  Sweetman  showed,  9  Jur.  951,  arid  11  Jur.  914), 
but  miwt  stand  or  fall  by  the  law  in  force  before  the  5  Will.  IV,  because 
the  requirements  of  the  Act  had  been  neglected. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended  for  the  Crown,  that  the  enactment 
requiring  a  written  declaration  was  directory  only  :  and  so,  that  its  omis- 
sion did  not  invalidate,  for  which  position  the  final  decision  in  Catterallv, 
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Sweetman  (9)  was  relied  on  ;  that  the  ancient  English  law  of  marriage,  1850. 
ever  since  Lord  StotoelTa  decision  in  Dalrymple  v,  Dalryinpk  (10),  down  Regina 
to  the  recent  case  of  the  Qtieen  v,  Millis  (11),  was  always  understood  p  ^* 
to  be,  that  a  valid  marriage  was  created  by  a  contract  2^^  verba  de 
praeserUi,  without  the  presence  of  any  Clergyman  ;  and  that  the  5  Will. 
lY,  No.  2,  was  declaratory  of  that  state  of  the  law ;  that,  although  it 
must  now  be  taken  that  the  law  was  otherwise,  and  that  an  Episcopally 
ordained  Minister  in  England,  and  places  where  the  English  law  of 
marriage  prevails,  is  alone  enabled  to  confer  validity  on  a  marriage,  yet 
the  law  of  England  in  that  particular  never  was  in  force  in  any  Colony  ; 
that  this  must  be  inferred,  as  to  New  South  Wales  at  all  events,  from 
tho  language  of  the  5  Will.  TV  ;  and  that,  in  fact,  in  the  earlier  days  of 
the  Colony,  there  were  no  clergymen  here  of  any  denomination  to  per- 
form the  ceremony,  or,  at  any  rate  (until  a  comparatively  recent  period), 
throughout  tracts  embracing  an  enormous  extent  of  country  ;  that  the 
law  contended  for  could  not  be  held  to  be  in  force,  in  such  a  state  of 
things ;  the  law  of  nature,  which  governed  that  of  marriage,  being  neces- 
sarily superior  to  any  mere  municipal  provision,  not  expressly  adopted 
by  the  community  to  be  subjected  to  it ;  that  such  a  law,  considering  it 
even  as  a  part  of  the  Common  Law  (which  his  Honor  Mr.  Justice 
Dickinson  had  suggested  that  it  was  not),  was  not  one  which  British 
subjects  took  with  them  to  any  Colony  as  a  portion  of  the  inheritance  of 
Englishmen,  seeing  that  it  was  a  law  neither  "  necessary  "  nor  "  con- 
venient for  them;  that,  with  respect  to  Scotchmen  they  held  a  peculiar 
position  in  such  a  matter ;  since  the  Act  of  Union  between  the  two 
countries,  solemnly  securing  the  rights  of  the  Church  of  Scotland,  and 
her  Ministers,  necessarily  conferred  on  these  the  same  privileges,  in  a 
Colony  settled  since  the  Union,  as  they  possessed  in  Scotland: — but  that, 
finally,  even  if  the  second  marriage  were  void,  and  admitting  that  such 
a  ceremony  would  not  have  been  sufficient,  had  it  been  the ^ra^  marriage 
contracted,  it  was  (within  Penaon^s  case  (12)  and  Brawn! s  case  (13)) 
sufficiently  efficacious  to  sustain  the  prisoner's  conviction. 

In  answer  to  the  last  point,  it  was  observed  by  Mr.  MicJiie,  that  in 
the  cases  cited  there  was  confessedly  an  authorised  ceremony  performed  ; 
but  that  here  the  efficacy  of  the  second  depended  exclusively  on  the 
5  Will.  IV,  No.  2  ;  and  that  as  the  declaration  which  {\^sX  Act  required 
had  been  omitted,  the  ceremony  was  wholly  unauthorised,  and  so  that 
Penson's  and  BravjrCa  cases  and  this  were  clearly  distinguishable.     He 

(9)  11  Jur.  914.        (10)  2  Hag.  Consis.  R.  82.        (11)  10  01.  &  Fin.  (353. 
(12)  5  0.  *P.  412.  (13)  1  Cox  CO.  33. 
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1850.  submitted  that  the  ancient  Marriage  Law  of  England,  however  it  may 
Begin  A  ^^^^e  been  enforced  or  promulgated  by  King  Edmund,  or  by  the  Eccle- 
siastical Synod  under  Archbishop  Lanfranc,  was  strictly  a  part  of  the 
Common  Law  ;  that  the  King's  Ecclesiastical  Law  was  always  so 
regarded ;  and  that  every  part  of  that  Law,  though  he  admitted  it  to  be 
otherwise  with  respect  to  the  Statute  Law,  whenever  it  could  be  applied 
in  a  Colony,  was  at  once  in  full  force  and  operation  there. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  already  mentioned,  that  of  the  King  v. 
Maloney  (14)  in  this  Court,  11  February,  1836;  the  Newfoundland 
Marriage  Act,  57  Geo.  Ill,  c.  51  ;  the  East  India  Presbyterian  Mar- 
riages Act,  58  Geo.  Ill,  c.  84 ;  Hale'8  JlisL  C.L.  88 ;  Fielding's  case 
(15) — also  2  Kent's  Coin.  86  ;  Alison's  Crim,  Law,  tit.  Bigamy  ;  Eex  v. 
Birmingliam  (16),  and  other  authorities,  were  referred  to.  And  I  have 
myself  since  the  argument,  consulted  the  following,  which  I  mention,  as 
they  may  be  useful  on  some  future  occasion.  Com,,  Dig,  Parliament 
R.  4  ;  Vin,  Ah.,  vol.  17,  p.  224,  et  seq.,  title  Prerog.  Eccles.  Laws ;  the 
Colonial  Act  7  Will.  IV,  No.  6,  s.  3 ;  Burge's  Col.  Law,  154,  159  ; 
Hale's  Hist.  1,  4,  8,  12,  54;  1  Beeve's  Eng.  Law,  215,  217  ;  Turner's 
Anglo  Saxons,  71, 191,  202,  212,  221;  (and  see  Palgrave's  Anglo  Saxons, 
189,  2,  9) ;  Collection  of  Anglo-Saxon  Laws,  p.  108,  109,  Laws  of 
Edmund,  a.d.  944 ;  and  Wilkin's  Concilia,  215,  217,  and  Synod.  Winton, 
1076  ;  Chalmer's  Coll  Opin.  Em.  Law,  195, 197,  203,  213,  220 ;  Clark's 
Colonial  Law,  8  and  9  ;  Bac.  Ah.  Statute ;  Caudrey's  case  (17),  and  the 
following  Acts  of  Parliament— St  Petersburgh  Marriages,  4  Geo.  lY, 
c.  67  ;  Marriages  in  Chapels  abroad,  4  Geo.  IV,  c.  91  ;  Newfoundland 
Marriages  (repealing  the  57  Geo.  Ill),  5  Geo.  IV,  c.  68;  Quaker's 
Marriages,  6  and  7  Vict.,  c.  85,  s.  2. 

As  my  colleagues  and  myself  are  not  prepared  to  deliver  a  unanimous 
judgment  on  all  the  questions  involved  in  this  case,  it  has  been  a  matter 
of  very  anxious  consideration  with  me,  how  far  I  ought  to  express  an 
opinion  on  one  of  them  ;  to  which  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  case, 
in  the  view  which  he  takes  of  the  matter,  has  felt  it  necessary  chiefly  to 
address  himself.  And,  after  conference  with  my  brethren,  I  have  Anally 
determined  that,  on  that  question,  having  arrived  at  a  conclusion  which, 
so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  renders  its  solution  unnecessary,  it  is  my  duty 
to  be  silent  I  have  simply  to  decide,  whether  the  prisoner's  conviction 
can  be  supported ;  and,  being  of  opinion  that  it  can,  even  if  the  ceremony 
performed  by  Dr.  If  Gar  vie,  in  point  of  law,  be  invalid,  I  clearly  need 

(14)  Ante,  p.  74.      (16)  14  St.  Tr.  1327.      (16)  8  B.  &  C.  29.      (17)  5  Rep.  6. 
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advance  no  farther.  It  is,  no  doubt,  of  very  great  importance  to  many  1850. 
families  and  individuals,  that  a  question  on  which  depends  the  validity,  Reoina 
as  I  have  been  informed,  of  a  large  proportion  of  the  Presbyterian  mar-  ^  *'" 
riages  celebrated  in  this  Colony,  and  consequently  the  legitimacy  of 
children,  whose  parents  have  been  united  without  observance  of  the 
prescribed  forms,  should  be  speedily  and  permanently  settled.  It  is  not 
possible,  however,  under  existing  circumstance,  for  any  less  authority 
than  that  of  the  Legislature,  to  dispose  of  that  question ;  and  to  the 
wisdom  and  humanity  of  that  body,  and  their  sense  of  what  is  due  to  a 
numerous  class  of  Her  Majesty's  subjects,  having  natural  and  political 
rights  every  way  equal  to  those  of  any  other,  it  may  safely  and  best  be 
entrusted.  A  t  present,  if  the  ancient  Marriage  Law  of  England  be  not 
in  force  in  this  Colony,  every  parent,  every  lover  of  decency  and  order, 
may  well  tremble.  The  status  of  the  Presbyterian  Clergy  will,  indeed, 
be  in  one  sense  secure ;  for  they  will  be  entirely  on  an  equality,  in 
respect  of  the  power  of  celebrating  marriages,  with  their  Episcopalian 
brethren  ;  but  both,  to  borrow  an  expression  used  during  the  argument, 
will  be  reduced  to  that  of  the  postman  or  the  blacksmith.  It  will  no 
longer  be  a  question,  to  what  religious  denomination  shall  the  officiating 
Minister  belong,  but  how  shall  we  escape  the  evils  of  hasty  contracts,  in 
a  matter  vitally  important  to  the  general  welfare,  which,  once  made, 
though  unchecked  by  the  necessity  of  resort  to  a  Minister  of  any 
denomination,  or  the  interposition  of  any  other  prudent  delay,  however 
short,  will  be  irrevocable  even  by  the  subsequent  assent  of  both  parties. 
I  shall  not  be  thought  to  have  exceeded  much  my  province,  I  trust,  by 
drawing  attention  to  these  things ;  or  by  expressing  the  hope  that, 
whatever  course  may  be  sanctioned  as  to  the  mode  of  celebration  in  other 
respects,  care  will  be  taken  to  prevent  the  recurrence  of  such  instances 
of  stolen  and  hurried  matches,  and  occasionally  of  very  young  girls  (not 
unfrequently  celebrated,  too,  in  a  private  dwelling,  and  at  night),  as 
those  which  more  than  one  recent  Criminal  case  have  shown  to  be  quite 
possible,  under  the  existing  system. 

We  are  all  agreed  on  the  first  question,  that  the  prisoner's  declaration 
to  Dr.  ATGarmey  that  Elizaheth  Goodwin  was  a  Presbyterian,  was,  as 
against  himself,  sufficient  evidence  of  her  being  a  member  of  the  Church, 
called  in  the  Act  of  5  Will.  IV,  the  Presbyterian  Church  of  Scotland. 
It  is  very  true  that  the  expression  was  not  a  very  conclusive  one ;  for 
the  woman  may  have  been  a  Presbyterian,  and  yet  not  of  the  Church  of 
Scotland.  It  is  true,  also,  that  the  "Presbyterian' Church  of  Scotland" 
is  a  singularly  loose  phrase,  and  indeed  an  inaccurate  one,  for  there  are 
in  Scotland,  and  were  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act,  several 
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1850.  Presbyterian  Churches ;  and  if  the  esidblished  Charch  of  Scotland  were 
Reoina  meant,  that  was  (as  in  the  East  Indian  Marriage  Act)  the  appropriate 
term  to  have  been  used.  There  are,  however,  I  presume,  and  were  at 
the  time,  rcany  Presbyterians  in  the  Colony,  not  connected  with  that  or 
any  other  Scottish  Church.  But,  be  this  as  it  may,  I  think  that  the 
prisoner's  application  to  a  Minister  of  the  established  Church  of  Scotland, 
to  marry  him  to  the  woman  there  then  present,  and  his  declaration  to 
that  Minister  that  she  was  a  Presbyterian,  furnish  sufficient  evidence 
against  the  prisoner,  that  he  meant  that  Minister  to  understand  that  the 
woman  was  of  the  Church,  whose  members  it  was  lawful  for  the  Minister 
to  marry.  And,  if  such  was  tho  meaning  the  prisoner  intended  to 
convey,  he  cannot  be  permitted  to  withdraw  it,  if  the  fact  be  otherwise, 
by  taking  advantage  of  his  own  fraud.  For  this,  Allison's  case  (18) 
appears  to  be  a  distinct  authority. 

Here,  then,  is  this  prisoner  applying  to  Dr.  M^Garme,  an  ordained 
minister  of  the  Church  of  Scotland  (and,  therefore,  a  person  clearly 
entitled  to  marry  members  of  that  Church,  whatever  other  Presbyterian 
ministers  might  be  entitled  to  or  not  entitled  to  do),  and  declaring  the 
woman  he  seeks  to  marry  to  be  a  member  of  that  Church.  Dr.  M^Garrie 
thereupon,  but  without  pursuing  the  course  pointed  out  to  him  by  tho 
law,  celebrates  the  ceremony  of  marriage  between  the  prisoner  and  that 
woman.  Tho  question  is,  whether  the  prisoner's  entering  into  that 
ceremony  (he  having  a  wife  living  at  the  time),  though  in  any  event 
void,  as  a  marriage,  and  such  as  would  equally  have  been  void,  whether 
he  was  previously  married  or  not,  both  of  which,  of  course,  are  assump- 
tions, necessary  to  the  debate  of  the  question,  constituted  an  act  of 
bigamy.  And  I  am  of  opinion  that,  even  though  a  valid  marriage  would 
not  thereby,  in  any  event,  have  been  effected,  his  entering  into  that 
ceremony  did  amount  to  that  crime. 

It  is  unquestionably  essential,  to  constitute  this  offence,  that  the  first 
marriage  should  be  a  valid  one;  for,  if  there  be  no  such  subsisting 
marriage,  or  existing  legal  wife,  the  second  ceremony  would  take  effect, 
and  so,  clearly,  the  crime  could  not  have  been  committed.  But,  as  to  the 
second,  there  is  no  sufficient  reason  for  the  perfect  validity  of  that 
marriage.  Accordingly,  in  Malone/i/s  case  (19),  in  MilVs  (20),  and  all 
the  others  of  which  I  have  any  knowledge,  in  which  the  question  of 
validity  was  raised,  the  marriage  in  contest  was  the  first,  and  not,  as 
here,  the  second  ceremony.  With  respect  to  the  second,  if  the  first 
ceremony  was  binding,  it  is  void  in  any  event ;  the  validity  of  the  second, 

(18)  Rum.  &  Ry.  109.  (19)  Ante,  p.  74  (20)  10  CI.  &  Pin.  653. 
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therefore,  is  comparatiyely  of  no  moment.  To  this  effect  is  the  decision  1890. 
in  Bawm'8  case  (21).  There,  the  second  marriage  was  absolutely  void,  Rboina 
by  statute,  "  to  all  intents  and  purposes,"  by  reason  of  affinity  between  ^  ^' 
the  parties.  But  Lord  Denman  held  that  to  be  sufficient  to  constitute 
the  crime,  saying — "  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  validity  of  the  second 
marriage  does  not  affect  the  question.  It  is  the  appearing  to  contract 
a  second  marriage,  and  going  through  the  ceremony,  which  constitutes 
the  crime  of  bigamy."  So,  in  PensovCs  case  (22),  where  the  question 
also  was,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  second  ceremony.  It  was  clearly  invalid 
by  the  Marriage  Act,  the  woman  having  been  married  and  the  banns 
published  in  a  name  totally  different  from  any  by  which  she  had  ever 
been  called  or  known.  But,  on  the  objection  being  taken  that  the 
offence  of  bigamy  could  not  have  been  committed  because  of  that 
invalidity.  Baron  Gumey  said — "  That  applied  only  to  the  first  marriage^" 
and  he  added  (what,  indeed,  was  unnecessary  to  the  decision),  "  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  parties  cannot  be  allowed  to  evade  the  punishment  for  an 
offence,  by  contracting  a  concertedly  invalid  marriage."  It  would  dearly 
seem,  on  principle,  and  on  the  authority  of  Bourn! s  cfme^  that  the  offence 
would  equally  exist,  whether  the  prisoner  meant  the  ceremony  to  be 
invalid  or  not 

It  is  true,  that  in  Penson^s  and  Bawm^s  cases  the  ceremony  was  con- 
fessedly, by  a  Minister  duly  authorised.  But  so,  I  conceive,  was  Dr. 
M*Garvie  here.  One  of  the  persons  applying  was  a  member  of  his 
Church,  and  he  was  entitled,  therefore,  to  marry  them.  Or,  more  cor- 
rectly speaking,  for  on  the  assumption  that  the  ancient  English  law  was 
in  force,  he  or  any  other  Minister  might  still,  by  that  law,  perform  the 
ceremony  of  marriage.  Dr.  M^Garvie  was  enabled  to  confer  validity  on 
a  marriage  celebrated  by  him  between  those  persons.  But,  on  the  same 
assumption,  the  ceremony  or  marriage  would  be  valid,  only,  if  substan- 
tially in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Local  Act ;  and  we  are 
all  agreed,  that  it  was  not  substantially  in  accordance  with  those  pro- 
visions, and,  consequently,  that  (so  far  as  they  affect  the  question)  the 
second  ceremony  was  invalid.  It  was  stiU,  however,  a  marriage  cere- 
mony; performed  by  a  Clergyman,  authorised,  as  an  ordained  Minister 
of  the  Church  of  Scotland,  to  perform  one  between  the  parties.  What 
rendered  it  invalid  1  Simply,  the  omission  on  Dr.  M^GarMa  part  (for 
I  think  it  was  hia  omission),  to  obtain  the  written  declaration  which  the 
Act  requires.  Ko  such  marriage  is,  by  the  proviso  in  section  2,  to  be 
solemnised  until  one  of  the  parties  shall  have  signed  a  declaration  that 

(21)  I  Cox,  C.  C.  33.         (22)  6  C.  &  P.  412. 
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1850.        he  or  she  is  a  member  of,  or  in  communion  with,  the  Church  of  the 
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Regina      Minister  celebrating  it.    For  the  want  of  such  a  declaration,  there  is  no 
•n^  ^"  validity  conferred  by  the  Act  on  the  marriage.     The  performance  of  the 

ceremony,  without  that  declaration,  may  even  have  been  criminal.  But, 
if  the  marriage  was  for  the  cause  assigned  a  void  one,  in  what  does  the 
invalidity  diflfer  substantially,  from  that  which  existed  in  Penson^a  case  ? 
The  marriage  ceremony  there  was  illegal,  for  no  banns  had  been  pre- 
viously duly  published.  In  Bawm's  case^  it  was  wholly  void  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  by  the  express  terms  of  the  5  and  6  Will.  IV.,  c.  54. 
Yet,  in  each  of  those  cases,  the  marriage  having  (as  here)  been  a  second 
one,  it  was  holden  to  be  sufficiently  efficacious  to  sustain  the  charge  of 
bigamy. 

I  can  see  no  sufficient  distinction  between  either  of  those  cases,  and 
the  present,  to  warrant  a  different  conclusion.  In  each,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  the  ceremony  of  marriage  was,  as  such,  and  in  itself,  a  valid  one. 
The  declaration  here  would  have  added  nothing  to  the  ceremony,  and 
its  absence  substracted  nothing  from  the  ceremony.  The  ceremony,  as 
such,  was  complete  as  it  stood.  The  declaration  was  incidental,  only,  to 
the  value  of  the  ceremony,  a  question  with  which,  according  to  both 
cases,  the  prisoner's  guilt  has  nothing  to  do.  By  going  through  that 
ceremony,  and  appearing  thereby  to  contract  a  binding  union,  he 
obtained  possession  of  a  woman  under  pretence  of  making  her  his  wife. 
Had  the  proper  declaration  been  signed,  his  crime  could  not  have  been 
the  greater.  The  pretence  would  have  been  the  same;  and  the  marriage 
with  her,  pending  the  first,  could  have  been  no  more  made  valid,  than  it 
has  been  or  is  now. 

There  is  a  passage  in  the  opinions  of  the  Judges  in  The  Queen  v.  MiUis 
(23),  which  seems  to  derogate  from  the  authorities  relied  on  by  me.  The 
words  of  the  statute  against  Bigamy  are,  "  If  any  |)erson  being  married, 
shall  marry  any  other  person,"  (fee.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Ttndal  says,  that 
these  words  being  married  and  sJiaU  marry  must,  of  necessity,  "  point 
out  and  denote  marriage  of  the  same  kind  and  obligation."  Whence  he 
goes  on  to  observe,  "  If,  therefore,  a  marriage  ^>er  verba  de  2>raesenti  with- 
out any  ceremony,  is  good  for  the  first  marriage,  it  is  good  also  for  the 
second.  But  it  never  could  be  supposed,  that  the  Legislature  meant  to 
visit,  with  the  severe  punishment  allowed  by  law  the  man  who  had  in 
each  instance  entered  into  a  contract  ^^er  verba  de  praesenti,  and  nothing 
more."  It  will  be  seen  that  there  is  no  portion  of  this,  in  terms,  incon- 
sistent with  Bawm's  and  Fenson*a  cases.     And  I  do  not  conceive  that 

(23)  At  p.  698  of  10  01.  &  Fin. 
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that  a  mere  contract  of  present  marriage,  twice  entered  into,  would  be  Regina 
insufficient  to  sustain  a  charge  of  Bigamy ;  but  that,  if  such  a  contract  j.  ^' 
would  be  sufficient  for  a  first  marriage,  it  would  be  equally  so  for  the 
second.  Neither  of  these  positions  will  be  questioned.  But  it  is  not 
said,  nor  do  I  conceive  it  was  meant  to  be  said,  that  because  the  first 
marriage  must  be  a  perfectly  binding  one,  therefore  the  second  must  be 
so.  It  was  not  necessary  to  the  case,  to  lay  down  any  such  rule  ;  and 
such  a  rule  would  not  only  be  opposed  by  the  cases  of  Penson  aud  Bawm 
(which  have  never  yet  been  otherwise  questioned),  but  would  be  unsup- 
ported by  any  assigned  reason,  or  any  which  can  be  found  in  any  of  the 
cases  on  the  subject.  The  utmost  which  the  words  can  reasonably  be 
understood  to  mean,  when  taken  in  connection  with  the  context,  is  this  : 
that,  if  a  mere  contract  would  suffice  for  the  first  mamage,  it  would 
clearly  suffice  for  the  second ;  but  that,  if  a  Religious  ceremony  was 
required  for  the  one,  it  would  equally  be  so  for  the  other  ;  and  the  Chief 
Justice  inferred,  that  such  a  ceremony  was  supposed  by  the  Legislature 
to  be  necessary  alike  in  both.  Thus  understood,  the  argument  used  is 
quite  intelligible.  But  whatever  was  intended,  the  sentence  amounts  to 
a  bare  dictum,  certainly  not  over-ruling,  nor  in  my  opinion  impairing, 
either  of  the  decisions,  on  which  I  rest  this  judgment. 

On  this  point,  and  in  these  views,  I  am  permitted  to  say  that  the 
Resident  Judge  at  Melbourne,  Mr.  Justice  A' Beckett,  with  whom  I  have 
had  the  advantage  of  corresponding  on  the  question,  concurs  with  me. 

It  will  bo  convenient,  that  1  should  here  state  the  result  of  the  opin- 
ions arrived  at  by  my  Colleagues  and  myself  in  this  matter.  We  are  all 
agreed  that,  according  to  Catterall  v.  JSweetnian  (24),  the  decision  in 
which  is  adopted  by  us,  the  ceremony  performed  by  Dr.  M^Garvxe 
acquired  no  validity  by  the  Act  of  5  Will.  IV.,  because  of  its  not  having 
been  accompanied  by  the  written  declaration,  mentioned  in  that  Act. 
We  all  agree  that,  if  the  ancient  English  Marriage  Law  be  in  force  in  this 
Colony,  the  ceremony  was  invalid  by  that  law,  because  of  Dr.  M*  Gar  Ms 
not  possessing  Episcopal  ordination,  the  only  one  known  to  that  law. 
On  this,  indeed,  the  decisions  in  The  Queen  v.  Millia  (25),  and  CatJier- 
wood  V.  Cdslon  (26),  leave  us  no  discretion.  It  appears  to  have  been 
supposed  that  Sir  Stephen  Lushington'a  final  judgment  in  CatterdlVs  case, 
in  decreeing  for  the  divorce,  determined  in  effect  that  the  marriage  there 
was  valid.  But  that  learned  Judge  decided,  only,  in  substance,  that  it 
was  primd  facie  or  to  a  certain  extent  valid.     He  held  it  so  far  to 

(24)  9  Jar.  951  &  10  Jar.  914.        (25)  10  CI.  &  Fin.  653.        (26)  13  M.  &  W.,  264. 
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I860.  be  Talid,  in  that  Court  (regarding  it  there  as  a  </0  /ado  marriage,  good 
Begin  A  ^7  ^^^  Canon  law)  as  to  justify  a  Decree  for  that  divorce,  which  was  one 
Ro  '^  Ts  ^  fnertsd  et  thoro  only.  The  invalidity  of  the  marriage,  under  the  local 
Acfc,  was  not  doubted ;  but,  to  support  such  a  decree,  he  held  that  a  per- 
fectly valid  marriage  was  unnecessary.  The  question,  therefore,  whether 
the  ancient  English  Law,  which  would  equally  have  invalidated  the 
marriage,  was  in  force  in  New  South  Wales,  became  immaterial. 

That  is  the  question,  on  which  I  abstain  from  offering  an  opinion  here. 
Mr.  Justice  Therry,  it  will  be  seen,  takes  the  same  course.  Mr.  Justice 
Dickinson,  on  the  other  hand,  not  being  able  to  rely  entirely  on  Bavom^i 
€uid  Fenaon^a  cases,  enters  fully  into  that  question,  arriving  finally  at  the 
same  conclusion,  with  Mr.  Justice  Therry  and  myself,  as  to  sustaining 
the  prisoner's  conviction,  but  on  very  different  grounds.  The  question 
whether  the  English  Marriage  Law  extends  to  New  South  Wales,  depends 
in  no  small  degree  on  this,  whether  the  Law  is,  or  must  be  taken  to  be, 
part  and  parcel  of  the  Common  Law,  or  that  which  is  or  can  be  regarded 
as  such.  For,  as  it  would  seem,  in  a  new-settled  country,  the  former  is 
supposed  always  to  accompany  English  subjects,  but  the  latter,  only 
when  and  so  far  as  the  particular  provision,  whatever  its  nature,  may  be 
suited  to  their  local  position  and  circumstances.  These  are  all  in  this 
Colony,  and  especially  in  this  case,  questions  and  topics  of  great  interest, 
and  I  should  have  felt  pleasure  in  devoting  myself  to  their  examination, 
were  I  not  restrained  by  the  consideration  already  mentioned  by  me, 
that,  under  the  circumstances,  it  would  on  my  part  be  wholly  extra- 
judicial and  uncalled  for. 

Dickinson,  J.  In  delivering  my  opinion  on  the  important  point  of 
law  which  has  arisen  on  the  trial  of  this  prisoner,  I  shall  be  under  the 
necessity  of  urging  several  topics,  and  advancing  various  views,  which 
have  heretofore  been  treated  with  the  greatest  ability  by  persons  of 
national,  if  not  universal,  celebrity. 

But  as  the  duty  has  (as  I  think)  been  cast  upon  me  to  deliver  my 
sentiments,  upon  a  question  whereon  great  men  have  widely  differed,  I 
shall  claim  no  indulgence  for  the  inferiority  of  my  attainments  and 
position,  to  those  of  the  noble  and  learned  personages  who  have  discussed 
this  question  in  England  and  in  Ireland ;  but  in  the  discharge  of  my 
function  as  a  Judge  of  this  Court,  upon  all  the  diligence  and  consideration 
I  have  been  able  to  bestow  upon  this  great  question,  I  proceed  without 
regard  to  the  situation  of  the  prisoner,  or  to  the  status  of  any  individuals 
in  the  colony,  to  exhibit  my  view  of  the  Law  of  Marriage  in  New 
South  Wales. 
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appears  that  the  prisoner,  having  been  married  by  a  clergyman  in  the  Rboina 
Church  of  England,  afterwards,  and  while  his  wife  was  living,  inter- 
married with  another  woman  ;  on  which  occasion  a  marriage  ceremony 
was  performed,  according  to  the  rites  of  the  Church  of  Scotland,  by  the 
Bev.  Dr.  M^Garvie^  a  Clergyman  of  that  establishment ;  but  neither  the 
prisoner  nor  the  last-mentioned  woman  ever  made  the  declaration  required 
by  the  Colonial  Act  5  Will.  IV,  No.  2,  whereby  it  was  enacted  that  "  all 
marriages  between  persons,  both  or  one  of  such  persons  being  members 
or  a  member  of,  or  holding  communion  with,  the  Presbyterian  Church 
of  Scotland,  or  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  respectively,  and  making  a 
declaration  to  the  effect  hereinafter  mentioned,  which  marriages  shall  be 
had  and  solemnized  within  the  colony  by  an  ordained  minister  of  the 
Presbyterian  Church  of  Scotland,  or  by  a  priest  or  minister  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church,  duly  empowered  by  his  proper  superior  respectively, 
shall  be,  and  be  adjudged,  esteemed,  and  taken  to  be  of  the  same  force 
and  effect  as,  and  no  other  than,  if  such  marriages  were  had  and 
solemnized  by  clergymen  of  the  Church  of  England ;  provided  always, 
that  no  such  marriage  shall  be  had  and  solemnized,  until  both  or  one  of 
such  persons,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  have  signed  a  declaration  in 
writing,  in  duplicate,  stating  that  they,  or  he,  or  she,  as  the  case  may  be, 
are  or  is  members,  or  a  member  of,  or  hold  communication  with,  the 
Presbyterian  Church  of  Scotland,  or  the  Roman  Catholic  Church,, 
respectively." 

Upon  this  state  of  things,  the  first  question  which  arises  is,  whether 
the  prisoner  can  be  subjected  to  the  legal  penalties  for  Bigamy,  unless 
his  second,  (with  reference  to  the  ceremony  thereof,)  but  for  the  existence 
of  his  former  marriage,  would  have  been  valid]  Tlie  Queen  v.  Bavtrni  (27), 
and  also  the  several  decisions.  Queen  v.  Penson  (28),  Qtteen  v.  Alison  (29), 
£ex.  V.  Edwards  (30),  Eeg,  v,  Orgil  (31),  and  Jonea  v.  Robinson  (32), 
are  authorities,  that  the  offence  of  Bigamy  consists  simply  in  a  married 
person  marrying  another  during  the  life  of  the  former  husband,  or  wife, 
and  is  not  affected  by  the  consideration  whether  such  a  marriage  would 
have  been  legal  or  illegal  on  other  grounds. 

These  cases  were  cited  and  argued  on  with  great  force  by  the  Counsel 
for  the  Crown  j  and  as  at  present  advised  they  appear  tome  almost  decisive 
of  the  question.  "But  T  fear  to  rest  my  opinion  upon  them  alone,  as  each 
of  those  cases  differs  from  the  present  in  this,  that  in  each  of  them  the 
second  marriage  was  performed  by  a  clergyman  authorized  by  the  laws 

(27)  1  Cox  CO.  33.  (28)  5  C.  &  P.  412.  (29)  Russ.  &  Ry.  109. 

(^)  Ru8s.  &  Ry.  283      (31)  9  C.  &  P.  80.       (32)  2  Phillimore  285. 
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1850.        and  statutes  of  England,  to  celebrate  marriages,  upon  such  representa- 
Regina      tions  being  made,  and  acts  done,  as  appear  to  have  taken  place  under 
J.    ^'  the  circumstances  of  those  cases  respectively,  and  in  neither  of  -which 

had  the  clergyman  notice,  or  means  of  knowledge,  of  the  falsehood  prao- 
tised  on  him.  But  in  this  case  it  was  in  a  very  able  argument  contended 
by  Mr.  Michie,  for  the  prisoner,  that  the  offence  of  Bigamy  was  not 
committed,  because  the  prisoner  was  not  shown  (as  in  the  last-mentioned 
cases)  to  have  made  any  false  representation,  which  deceived  Dr.  M^Garvie 
into  exercising  any  pre-existing  clerical  functions,  but  only  that  the 
prisoner  did  not  make  the  declaration,  which  was  necessary  to  invest 
the  reverend  gentleman  with  the  specific  authority  to  celebrate  the  second 
marriage,  inasmuch  as  the  prisoner's  declaration  was  neither  in  writing, 
as  mentioned  in  the  proviso  contained  in  the  2nd  section  of  the  Colonial 
Act  before  mentioned,  nor  could  it  be  made  good  by  the  prior  part  of 
that  section  as  a  verbal  declaration,  for  it  was  a  representation,  not  of 
his  own  communion  with  the  Doctor's  Church,  but  of  the  membership 
therewith  of  his  second  wife ;  that  in  each  of  the  cases  referred  to,  a 
clergyman  was  deceived  into  the  performance  of  a  general  duty,  whereas 
Dr.  M^Garvie  assumed  the  power  of  marrying,  without  taking  the  repre- 
sentation from  the  prisoner,  which  he  was  aware  was  necessary  to  enable 
him  to  celebrate  the  second  marriage ;  that  in  each  of  the  cases  referred 
to  there  was  a  marriage,  but  that  in  this  case  there  was  no  marriage  at 
all :  that  Dr.  M^Garvie  not  being  a  clergyman  in  Holy  Orders  according 
to  the  Law  6i  England,  and  not  having  observed  the  requisitions  of  the 
local  Act,  conferred  no  more  efficacy  upon  the  second  marriage  than  if 
it  had  been  celebrated  by  a  layman. 

As,  therefore,  the  cases  mentioned  do  not  show  whether  the  prisoner 
could  have  been  legally  convicted,  if  their  respective  second  marriages 
had  been  celebrated  by  persons  known  to  the  parties  not  to  possess  (in 
a  legal  sense)  the  characters  of  clergymen,  and  as  it  is  the  validity  of  the 
ceremonial  of  the  second  marriage  of  the  prisoner  before  us,  upon  which 
the  necessity  for  our  decision  has  arisen,  it  appears  to  me  to  be  unad- 
visable  to  decide  the  case  reserved,  without  expressing  an  opinion  on  the 
efficacy  of  the  marriage  ceremony,  which  was  performed  by  Dr.  M^Garvie, 
I  also  think  that  I  act  more  safely  in  expressing  such  opinion,  by  reason 
of  this  sentence  in  the  judgment  of  C.  J.  Tindal  (in  Tlie  Queen  v.  Millis) 
at  p.  688  (33),  "  Now  the  words  being  married  in  the  first  clause,  and  the 
words  marry  any  other  person  in  the  second,  must  of  necessity  point  at 
and  denote  marriage  of  the  same  kind  and  obligation."  The  investigation 

(33)  10  CL  &  Fin.  688. 
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of  that  point  may  be  expedient,  moreover,  for  determining  the  validity        ^^^* 
of  the  former  marriage  by  Mr.   Brigatocke,  and   for  ascertaining  the      Reoina 
principle  on  which  marriages  in  this  colony  by  clergymen  of  the  Church     Roberts. 
of  England  are  so  binding,  as  to  render  a  person,  contracting  a  second,   7)v,.L,-yj-^„  j 
during  the  continuance  of  a  marriage  solemnized  as  that  of  the  prisoner 
by  Mr.  Brigatocke,  amenable  to  the  penalties  for  Bigamy. 

Upon  such  circumstances,  then,  as  these  stated  in  the  case  reserved, 
we  have  the  express  decision  of  Dr.  Lushingtoriy  1st,  that  the  second 
marriage  acquired  by  the  Act  no  validity,  from  the  performance  of  the 
ceremony  by  Dr.  JPGarvie ;  and  secondly,  that  as  the  Act  contained  no 
clause  of  nullity,  the  marriage  was  not  made  void  by  it.  See  Catterall 
V,  Sweetman  (34).  That  decision  I  think  a  most  material  step  in  the 
progress  of  our  inquiry,  as  by  it  we  may  put  the  Act  5  Wm.  IV,  No.  2, 
out  of  consideration,  and  I  confidently  rely  on  the  judgment  of  Sir 
St^hen  Lushington  in  the  last-mentioned  case,  first,  on  account  of  its 
reasonableness,  secondly,  on  account  of  the  great  celebrity  and  talents 
of  that  right  honorable  and  learned  J  udge,  thirdly,  because  it  is  of  the 
utmost  importance  that  colonial  courts  should  implicitly  adopt  the  law 
as  it  is  expounded  in  England.  The  next  question  therefore  is,  was  the 
second  marriage  void  by  the  Marriage  Acts  of  England,  26  George  II, 
c.  33,  sec.  18,  and  4  George  IV,  c.  76,  sec.  33.  With  respect  to  those 
Acts,  we  have  the  decision  of  this  Court  in  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Moloney 
(35).  *'The  prisoner,  John  Moloney^  was  tried  for  Bigamy  in  the 
Supreme  Court.  It  appeared  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  that  on  the  19th 
December,  1829,  the  prisoner  was  married  to  Mary  Haly,  by  a  Koman 
Catholic  Minister,  according  to  the  ritual  of  tbe  Church  of  Rome,  at  the 
private  residence  of  the  minister,  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses.  It 
further  appeared  that  the  parties  lived  together  for  some  time  as  man 
and  wife,  and  had  a  family  of  children,  that  on  the  4th  September,  1836, 
the  prisoner  was  married  a  second  time  to  one  Mary  Carmody^  according 
to  the  ceremonies  of  the  Church  of  England,  in  the  Protestant  Chapel  at 
Liverpool,  his  former  wife  being  still  alive,  and  residing  in  the  colony." 

Upon  these  facts  the  majority  of  the  then  Judges  of  this  Court  held, 
first,  that  there  was  no  difference  between  the  wording  of  the  Statutes 
Geo.  II  and  Geo.  IV,  which  was  material  to  the  question  before  the 
Court  Secondly,  that  those  acts  are  inapplicable  to  this  colony,  as  the 
English  legislature  had  virtually  limited  the  enactments  to  Great  Britain. 
And,  thirdly,  that  the  first  marriage  was  good  at  the  common  law  as 
aponsalia  per  verba  de  praeserUt. 

(34)  9  Jur.  951,  [and  10  Jur.  914.]  (35)  Ante,  p.  74. 
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18S0.  Up<Mi  the  last  of  these  resolations  Sir  Francis  Forbes  delivered  his 

Bmoika      conclusion  in  the  following  words  : — "  By  the  ancient  law  or  usage  ol 

RouBTs.     11^™^®  among  the  Christian  states  of  Earope,  h^ore  the  decrees  of  the 

Du^Ksuon  T    ^°^^  ^^  Trent,  and  hy  the  law  of  England,  until  the  reign  of  Sling 

€reorge  the  Second,  the  consent  of  two  persons,  ahle  to  contract^  expressed 

in  words  of  present  mutual  acceptance,  technically  known  by  the  name 

of  sponaalia  per  verba  de  praesentij  without  tho  intervention  of  a  priest, 

constituted  an  actual  and  valid  marriage  (37)." 

I  entirely  agree,  that  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Moloney  is  a  decisive  authority 
against  the  application  to  this  colony  of  the  English  Marriage  Acts 
therein  mentioned,  and  I  should  have  thought  it  also  an  authority  that 
there  may  be  in  the  colony  a  marriage  valid  by  the  common  law  of 
England  per  verba  de  praesenHj  bat  that  the  case  of  DalrympU  v. 
DalrympU  (36),  on  which  it  was  in  some  measure  founded,  has,  by 
imposing  authority,  been  considered  no  dedsion  upon  the  latter  point, 
and  also  that  Lord  Stowell's  observations  upon  it  were  extra-judidaL 
Taking,  however,  his  Lordship's  observations  to  have  been  extra-judicial, 
they  show  the  strong  conviction  of  that  great  canonist  and  civilian,  upon 
a  question  whereon  he  had  evidently  bestowed  extreme  thought ;  and 
his  opinion,  so  &ur  as  it  relates  to  natural  law,  is  consistent  with  the 
decision  in  The  Queen  v,  Millie^  as  I  will  now  endeavour  to  explain. 

Following  implicitly  the  decisions  of  the  English  Courts,  we  must  (on 
the  authority  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  CcUkerwood  v.  Cashn  (38) 
regard  the  way  in  which  the  case  of  T/ie  Queen  r.  Jlillis  was  dealt  with 
as  a  decision,  that  by  the  law  in  England,  for  c  long  time  anterior  to  the 
Marriage  Act  of  Geo.  II,  the  celebration  of  a  marriage  by  a  clergyman 
in  episcopal  orders  was  essential  in  England  and  Ireland  to  the  validity 
of  that  contract 

Upon  careful  perusal  and  anxious  consideration  of  the  case  of  The 
Queen  v.  Jlillisy  and  referring  more  especially  to  the  opinion  of  Lord 
CoUenhamy  I  should  (even  were  I  not  bound  by  it)  have  been  satisfied 
beyond  all  hesitation,  first,  that  it  was  a  correct  decision  upon  the  law 
anterior  to  the  Marriage  Act ;  and,  secondly,  that  that  anterior  law 
originated  in  the  Institutes  of  Edmund  and  the  Council  of  Windiester, 
referred  to  by  Lord  CoUenham  (39).  His  Lordship's  observations  appear 
to  me  so  conclusive,  as  to  the  grounds  on  which  that  decision  must  be 
supported,  that  I  cannot,  to  make  my  own  opinion  intelligible,  do  better 
than  to  repeat  them  on  this  occasion. 

(36)  2  Hag.     Consis.  R,  S2.       (37)  [See  2  H»g.  R.  S2 ;  2  Salk.  437  ;  1  T.  R.  99.] 
(3S)  13  M.  &  W.  261.  (39)  10  CL  &  FSn.  at  p.  877. 
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In  discussing  what  was  the  law  in  ancient  times  concerning  the        18^* 
solemnizing  of  marriage,  his  Lordship  says  :  '^  It  is  highly  important  to      Bbqina 
ascertain  what  were  the  rules  in  this  respect,  bj  which  the  Ecclesiastical     Robjebts. 
Courts  in  the  country  were  regulated;  for,  as  the  jurisdiction  of  all 
questions  of  marriage  has  been  exercised  by  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts, 
ever  since  their  separation  from  the  Civil  Courts  soon  after  the  Conquest, 
the  law  of  these  Courts  must  have  been  at  all  times  the  law  of  the 
country."     ^'The  Institutes  of  Edmund  direct,  that  in  nuptials  there 
shall  be  a  mass  priest,  who  shall,  with  God's  blessing,  join  the  parties 
together  to  all  prosperity.     And  by  the  ordinance  of  a  Council,  held  at 
Winchester  in  the  time  of  Archbishop  Lanfranc^  a.d.   1076,  it  was 
declared  that  a  marriage  without  the  benediction  of  a  priest  should  not 
be  a  legitimate  marriage,  and  that  other  marriages  should  be  deemed 
fornication ;  and  many  other  provisions  against  clandestine  marriages 
prove  that  such  marriages  were  in  fact  celebrated  by  priests." 

In  addition  to  this  passage  from  Lord  CoUenhanCs  judgment,  it  is 
manifest  from  the  opinion  of  C.J.  TindcU  (40),  that  he  considered  the 
marriage  law  anterior  to  Lord  Hardwicke's  Act  to  have  originated  in 
the  institute  of  King  Edmund  ;  and  such  was  also  the  opinion  of  C.J. 
Pennefather,  as  is  apparent  from  the  following  extract  from  Smythe  and 
Bcurke's  Report  of  the  argument  in  the  case  Beg,  v.  MilliSy  before  the 
Queen's  Bench  in  Ireland.  "Now  what  does  this  book  of  authority 
establish  ?  Not  that  it  was  the  opinion  of  A  or  B  that  it  would  be 
expedient  or  decent  to  have  a  priest  present  at  the  solemnization  of 
marriage :  but  a  positive  law  enacted  by  the  King,  with  his  Royal 
authority,  and  binding  upon  all  the  subjects  of  the  kingdom  from  that 
time  to  this."  (41) 

The  decision  in  The  Queen  v.  Jiillis,  I  therefore  humbly  conceive  to  be 
an  exposition  only  of  the  law  anterior  to  the  Marriage  Act ;  which  law, 
being  founded  on  positive  institutions,  is  a  portion  merely  of  the  lex 
scriptay  or  at  any  rate  of  the  custonoary  law,  and  is  no  parcel  of  the  pure 
common  law  of  England. 

The  distinction,  if  correct,  appears  to  me  of  great  importance  in  the 
discussion  of  the  question  I  am  now  considering  ;  for  it  seems  to  have 
been  considered,  that  though  the  applicability  of  the  statute  law  of 
England  to  the  circumstances  of  a  colony  must  always  be  questionable 
till  decided,  the  common  law  must  necessarily  be  applicable  to  the 

(40)  At  p.  682  of  10  01.  &  Fm. 
(41)  Reported  in  full  in  8mythe  &  Burke's,  and  Dix's  Reports  of  B.  v.  MilHs,  and 

briefly  in  4  Ir.  L.R.  App. 


560 


SUPREME   COURT   OASES. 
1850.        condition  of  every  dependency.     The  last-mentioned  portion  of  the  law 


Eegina      of  England  no  doubt  must  be  applicable  to  every  British  colony,  if  it  is 
T.    ^'  (as  its  name  implies)  common  to  England  and  all  other  places. 

Dickinsim  J.  The  mode  of  declaring  the  applicability  of  English  law  to  this  Colonj 
depends  on  the  Imperial  Statute  9  Greo.  IV,  c.  83,  sea  24,  by  which  it 
is  enacted  "  that  all  laws  and  statutes  in  force  within  the  realm  of  Eng- 
land at  the  time  of  passing  this  Act  (not  being  inconsistent  herewith, 
or  with  any  charter  or  letters  patent,  or  Order  in  Council,  which  may  be 
issued  in  pursuance  hereof)  shall  be  applied  in  the  administration  of 
justice  in  the  Courts  of  New  South  Wales  and  Van  Diemen's  Land 
respectively,  so  far  as  the  same  can  be  applied  within  the  said  colonies ; 
and  as  often  as  any  doubt  shall  arise,  as  to  the  application  of  any  such 
laws  or  statutes  in  the  said  colonies  respectively,  by  and  with  the  advice 
of  the  Legislative  Councils  of  the  said  colonies  respectively,  by  ordinances 
to  be  by  them  for  that  purpose  made,  to  declare  whether  such  laws  or 
statutes  shall  be  deemed  to  extend  to  such  colonies,  and  to  be  in  force 
within  the  same,  or  to  make  and  establish  such  limitations  and  modifi- 
cations of  any  such  laws  and  statutes  within  the  said  colonies  respec- 
tively, as  may  be  deemed  expedient  in  that  behalf.  Provided  always, 
that  in  the  meantime,  and  before  any  such  ordinances  shall  be  actually 
made,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  said  Supreme  Courts,  as  often  as  any 
such  doubts  shall  arise  upon  the  trial  of  any  information  or  action,  or 
upon  any  other  proceeding  before  them  to  adjudge  and  decide  as  to  the 
application  of  any  such  laws  or  statutes  in  the  said  colonies  respectively." 

Several  enactments  have  been  made  in  this  colony,  from  which  it  is 
evident  that  the  Colonial  Legislature  was  of  opinion  that  all  the  ''  Laws 
and  Statutes"  of  England  relating  to  marriage  were  in  force  in  this 
colony.  But  there  has  been  as  yet  no  ordinance  made  expressly  to  declare 
any  of  such  "  Laws  and  Statutes  "  applicable  to  the  condition  of  New 
South  Wales.  As  the  British  Senate  has  expressed  one  method,  by 
which  the  Colonial  Legislature  shall  declare  the  applicability  of  Eng- 
lish law,  viz.,  "  by  making  ordinances  for  that  purpose,"  the  latter  body 
is  excluded  from  declaring  such  applicability  by  recitals  in,  or  implica- 
tions to  be  gathered  from,  ordinances  made  for  other  purposes.  The 
Colonial  Legislature  not  having  as  yet  declared  the  applicability  of  the 
said  laws  and  statutes,  and  the  doubt  having  arisen  during  the  trial,  it 
has  become  the  province  of  this  Court,  as  I  think,  to  decide  on  the 
aforesaid  applicability. 

And  here  it  is  necessary  to  dispose  of  an  argument  urged  upon  the 
Court,  with  great  force  and  earnestness  by  the  learned  Attoryiey-GenerdL 
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His  argument  was  shortly  this  : — "Dr.  McGarvie  is  an  ordained  minister  1860. 
of  the  Church  of  Scotland ;  the  marriage  he  celebrated  was  valid  accord-  Regina 
ing  to  the  law  of  that  Church  j  the  religion  of  that  Church  is  by  the 
Act  of  Union  acknowledged  to  1^  the  true  Protestant  religion  in  Scot- 
land ;  New  South  Wales  is  a  colony  not  of  England,  but  of  the  United 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  the  laws  of  which  must  be  here 
regarded,  as  there  was  when  the  Statute  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  section  24, 
was  enacted,  no  such  realm  as  the  '^  realm  of  England  ''  therein  men- 
tioned, and  therefore  marriages,  which  in  Scotland  would  be  valid 
by  the  laws  of  Scotland,  ought  to  be  esteemed  equally  valid  in  this 
dependency." 

The  foregoing,  I  conceive,  however  feebly  I  may  have  expressed  it,  is 
not  an  incorrect  outline  of  the  elaborate  and  learned  argument  of  the 
Attorney-General;  an  argument  which  would  have  caused  me  individu- 
ally the  greatest  embarrsissment,  and  might  have  engendered  portentous 
questions  respecting  the  applicability  of  Scotch  law  to  this  colony,  but 
that  I  think  we  are  relieved  from  the  difficulty  by  construing  the  24th 
by  the  3rd  section  of  the  Statute  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  by  which  it  was 
enacted  "  That  the  said  Courts  respectively  shall  be  Courts  of  Record, 
and  shall  have  cognizance  of  all  pleas,  civil,  criminal,  or  mixed,  and 
jurisdiction  in  all  cases  whatsoever  as  fully  and  simply,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  in  New  South  Wales  and  Van  Diemen*s  Land  respectively, 
and  all  and  every  the  islands  and  territories  which  now  are  or  hereafter 
may  be  subject  to  or  dependent  upon  the  respective  Governments  thereof, 
as  His  Majesty's  Courts  at  King's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer, 
at  Westminster,  or  either  of  them,  lawfully  have  or  hath  in  England ; 
and  the  said  Courts  respectively  shall  also  be  at  all  times  Courts  of  Oyer 
and  Terminer  and  Gaol  Delivery  in  and  for  New  South  Wales  and  Van 
Diemen's  Land  and  the  dependencies  thereof  respectively ;  and  the  said 
Judges  so  appointed  shall  have  and  exercise  such  and  the  like  jurisdic- 
tion and  authority  in  New  South  Wales  and  Van  Diemen's  Land  and 
the  dependencies  thereof  respectively,  as  the  Judges  of  the  Courts  of 
King's  B^nch,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  or  any  of  them,  lawfully 
have  and  exercise,  and  as  shall  be  necessary  for  carrying  into  effect  the 
several  jurisdictions,  powers,  and  authorities,  committed  to  the  said 
Courts  respectively." 

Now,  though  there  was  at  the  period  of  the  passing  the  Statute  9  Geo. 
IV,  c.  83,  no  such  realm  as  the  *' realm  of  £n(/Iand"  mentioned  in  the 
24th  section,  yet^is  the  Colonial  Courts  mentioned  in  the  3rd  section  are 
empowered  to  exercise  the  same  jurisdiction  as  the  Common  Law  Courts 

23f 
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1S0O.        at  Westminster,  it  appears  to  me  to  be  quite  clear,  that  bj  the  phrchse 


Reoika      "  realm  of  England  "  the  Legislature  intended  to  signify  that  part  of  the 
Roi^Ts.     United  Kingdom  called  England. 

JJiaktHson  J.  rpj^^  ^^^^^  ^YiQTo^  being  disembarrassed  from  the  great  difficulty  suggested 
by  the  argument  of  the  AtUnmey-General^  I  now  proceed  to  consider  Mr. 
Lotoe^s  observation,  that  the  words  "  laws  and  statutes "  in  the  24;th 
section  of  statute  9  Geo.  I Y,  c.  83,  cannot  be  satisfied,  unless  "  laws '' 
are  construed  to  mean  something  different  to  ^'  statutes '' — that  "  laws  " 
must  therefore  be  construed  to  mean  the  lex  non  scripta,  or  common  law, 
over  which  latter  this  Court  has  therefore  the  same  eclectic  power  as 
over  the  statute  law,  in  deciding  upon  the  applicability  of  it  to  this 
colony. 

I  agree  with  Mr.  Lotoe  that  "  laws  "  must  be  construed  to  mean  some- 
thing different  from  "  statutes,'^  and  that  this  Court  must  consider  the 
applicability  (when  occasions  arise)  of  all  parts  of  the  law  of  England  to 
the  circumstances  of  this  colony ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  of  these 
'*  laws  "  a  portion  is  necessarily  applicable,  because  its  existence  has  beea 
discovered  by  reasoning,  while  other  portions  are  as  examinable  as  the 
ordinary  statutes,  because  they  were  created  by  ordinances  as  arbitrary 
as  the  enactments  from  Magna  Charta  to  this  period.  The  Saxon  con- 
stitutions mentioned  by  Lord  Cottenhain,  and  the  decisions  based  on 
them,  appear  to  me  to  be  a  portion  of  the  "  laws  "  ;  the  applicability  of 
which  must  be  a  question  for  the  consideration  of  this  Court,  as  they  are 
really  as  much  leyes  ecriptre  as  the  ordinary  statutes. 

In  taking  this  distinction,  I  am  met  at  the  threshold  of  my  observa- 
tions by  Lord  Hale's  assertion,  "  lawyers  have  distinguislied  between, 
statutes  made  before  the  time  of  legal  memory,  viz.,  I  Rich.  I,  and 
those  made  since.  The  former  are  considered  as  part  of  the  common 
law,  the  leges  iion  scriptoe  :  and,  notwithstanding  that  copies  of  them 
may  be  found,  their  provisions  obtain  at  this  day,  not  as  Acts  of  Par- 
liament, but  by  immemorial  custom  and  usage." 

It  will  be  observed  that  Lord  Cottetiliam,  in  The  Qiieen  x\  Millis,  and 
C.J.  Pennsfatlier  in  the  same  case  regard  the  constitutions  of  Edmund 
and  Lanfranc,  not  as  a  matter  of  immemorial  custom  and  usage,  but  as 
positive  rules,  by  which  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  were  regulated.  If 
there  is  any  correctness  in  the  saying  that  ^'  the  statute  law  is  the  will 
of  the  Legislature  in  writing/'  these  constitutions  come  most  strictly 
within  the  definition.  They  came  into  existence  by  promulgation  ; 
their  origins  are  ascertained  ;  the  records  of  them  are  extant.     Now^ 
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manu  Jbrti,  to  hold  that  legal  memory  in  some  cases  ^^ommenced  with  Regika 
the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  Biohard  I,  and  though,  for  certain  subjects  robebts 
of  discussion,  written  laws  before  a  certain  period  may  be  classed  and  ^.  ..  . 
arranged  with  the  leges  non  script(B,  and  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be 
part  of  the  customary  law  of  England,  to  distinguish  them  from  that 
particular  series  of  enactments  in  the  ordinary  Statute  Book,  such  arbi- 
trary (however  convenient)  classification  cannot  alter  the  nature  of  the 
older  constitutions.  Granting  that  in  a  sense  the  Saxon  laws,  whose 
reeords  are  perfect,  are  no  portion  of  what  are  called  "  the  statutes "  ; 
allowing,  moreover,  that  certain  positions  of  law  which  we  meet  with 
must  be  classed  with  the  customary  law  of  England  (though  we  know 
they  must  have  originated  by  enactment),  I  cannot  but  consider  it  an 
abuse  of  terms  to  say,  that  it  \a  ^  lex  non  acripta ;  and  I  think  it  a 
confusion  of  ideas  to  deem  a  piece  of  positive  institution  to  be  a  portion 
of  the  common  law,  because  from  the  loss  of  its  record  it  must  be  classed 
with  the  customary  law  of  England. 

Lord  Hale^  moreover,  is  not  quite  consistent  with  himself,  as  he  says 
in  his  history,  "  Those  laws  that  I  call  leges  scriptcB  are  such  as  are 
originally  reduced  into  writing  before  they  are  enacted."  Again  Black- 
stone  says,  "  I  style  these  parts  of  our  law  leges  non  scriptce,  because 
their  original  institution  and  authority  are  not  set  down  in  writing,  as 
Acts  of  Parliament  are  but  they  receive  their  binding  power  and  the 
force  of  laws  by  long  and  immemorial  usage,  and  by  their  general 
reception  throughout  the  kingdom." 

Admitting  however  (in  the  sense  he  has  used  the  observation)  the 
correctness  of  Lord  Holers  assertion,  that  some  of  the  written  laws  of 
England  must  be  deemed  unwritten  laws  by  reason  of  their  antiquity, 
J  nevertheless  venture  humbly  to  maintain,  that  such  laws  lire  no  portion 
of  the  pure  common  law  of  England.  The  whole  body  of  English,  like 
that  of  every  other  law,  is  divisible  into  three  parts — 1st,  the  law  of 
nature.  2nd,  customs  peculiar  to  the  country.  3rd,  statutes  pro- 
mulgated by  legislative  authority — Omnia  jura  humana  aut  sunt  lex 
naiwrm^  eonsuetudines,  vet  statuta,  quae  et  constilutiones  appellaniur. 
The  common  law  of  England  I  take  to  be  the  law  of  nature.  The 
customary  law  of  England  I  consider  to  be  the  aggregate  of  those  posi- 
tions of  law,  which,  from  their  character,  we  see  must  have  originated  by 
enactment,  but  of  which  the  recorded  memorials  are  lost.  The  threefold 
division  of  English  law  I  have  before-mentioned  is,  therefore,  equivalent 
to  the  more  scientific  twofold  division  expressed  by  Dr.  Taylor,  in  his 
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1850.         Elements  of  Roman  Law,     "  All  law  is  either  natural  or  instituted. 
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Eecjina  Natural  law  is  the  rule  and  dictate  of  right  reason,  showing  the  moral 
Roberts  deformity  to  its  suitableness  to  a  reasonable  nature.  The  power  or 
authority  which  gives  this  law  a  sanction  is  the  voice  of  God,  through 
natural  reason.  Positive,  voluntary,  instituted  law,  is  that  which  does 
not  flow  from  the  general  condition  of  human  nature,  but  has  for  its 
objects  things  merely  indifferent,  and  is  founded  on  the  sole  pleasure  of 
the  lawgiver,  who  is  some  person  or  persons  authorised  for  that  purpose  : 
so  that  the  division  of  law  is  into  natural  and  instituted."  Hence  it 
appears  to  me,  that  the  customary  and  statute  law  of  England  comprise 
a  body  of  instituted  law  peculiar  to  that  country,  and  that  the  common 
law  of  England  is  the  law  of  nature,  which  is  universal  to  all  mankind. 
To  show  that  the  common  law  of  England  is  identical  with  that  of 
nature,  and  also  that  English  law  is  either  natural  or  instituted,  I  will 
now  endeavour  shortly  to  explain  the  process,  by  which  the  legal  result 
from  a  given  state  of  facts  is  ascertained  in  the  ordinary  administration 
of  justice. 

A  dispute  arises.  The  litigants  submit  the  facts  to  the  determination 
of  a  Court.  In  the  natural  coui'se  of  procedure,  the  Judges  enquire 
whether  there  is  an^  positive  enactment  that  can  embrace,  or  known 
position  of  law  which  must  govern,  the  facts  submitted  to  them.  If 
such  rule  or  statute  can  be  discovered,  the  dispute  is  decided  by  it,  and 
the  decision  becomes  an  exposition  of  positive  law,  and  passes  into  a 
precedent.  But  if  no  such  statute  or  rule  of  positive  law  can  be  found, 
the  next  investigation  is  whether  such  a  state  of  facts  has  before  received 
a  judicial  decision.  If  such  decision  can  be  discovered,  it  is  in  general 
immediately  applied,  unless  it  is  manifestly  repugnant  to  reason.  But 
if  no  combination  of  facts  identical  with  that  before  the  Court  can  be 
discovered,  a  similarity  may  nevertheless  be  observed  between  the 
relations  of  the  facts  disputed,  and  of  others  that  have  received  the 
determination  of  a  Court.  In  such  an  event,  the  Judges  resort  to  tho 
argument  by  analogy,  and  apply  to  the  case  before  them  the  same  decision 
as  was  awarded  upon  the  former  combination.  If,  however,  no  rule  or 
statue  can  be  produced,  and  no  decision  upon  identical  or  analogous 
circumstances  can  be  discovered,  the  Judges  are  obliged  to  resort  to  the 
dictates  of  their  natural  reason,  and  to  those  external  maxims  of  right 
and  wrong  which  constitute  the  first  truths  of  legal  science ;  and  their 
conclusions  are  founded  on  a  full  consideration  of  what  is  reasonable 
and  just  for  the  disputants  to  perform.  Upon  occasions  in  which  facts 
thus  receive  a  first  determination,  the  law  is  said  to  be  declared  ;  and 
is  deemed  not  to  be  tlien  created,  but  to  have  existed  for  ever  in  the 
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abstract,  until  it  wa,s discBvered  in  the  disputed  facts;  and  a  proposition  1850. 
of  law  thus  concreted  assumes  its  place  in  the  bodj  of  rational  jurispru-  Regina 
dence,  and  stands  as  a  precedent  for  future  occasions.  The  validity  of 
these  decisions  is  asserted  bj  the  Judges,  as  being  logical  deductions 
from  some  acknowledged  premises  of  natural  justice  ;  and  such  decisions, 
and  others  grounded  on  them,  are  the  principal  evidence  of  what  is  the 
common  law. 

With  regard  to  Mr.  Bentham^s  observation,  that  tlie  law  so  declared 
is  inade  bj  the  Judges,  and  in  all  instances  ex  poUfacto^  it  is  certainly 
correct  that  it  is  only  discovered  and  asserted  by  the  Judges,  after  facts 
are  submitted  to  their  decision.  But  that  is  no  valid  reproach  to  it,  for 
the  Judges  decide,  according  to  their  conception  of  the  reason  of  each 
case  submitted  to  them,  and  their  decisions  obtain  the  vigour  of  law  by 
general  acquiescence  in  their  reasonableness.  For  when  decisions  arc 
unreasonable,  they  are  generally  attacked  with  such  severity  of  criticism 
that  the  Judges  are  induced  to  recede  from  the  positions  they  have  laid 
down.  Thus  the  well-known  decisions  by  Lord  Mansfield  of  certain 
cases,  which  arose  before  him  in  the  King's  Bench,  upon  principles  which 
were  peculiar  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
were  canvassed  with  such  acrimony  and  justice  by  Junius^  by  Fearne^ 
and  others,  that  the  Courts  subsequently  declined  to  act  upon  them ; 
and  thus  those  decisions  were  wrenched  from  the  law,  into  whose  body 
they  were  intruded.  More  recent  decisions  of  the  King's  Bench,  that 
the  surrender  of  a  term  might  in  certain  cases  be  presumed,  were  com- 
mented upon  by  Sir  Edward  Stugden^  and  others  with  such  severity  and 
reason,  that  the  same  Court  receded  from  the  law  they  had  laid  down, 
by  their  judgment  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Plowman  (42). 

That  the  decisions  of  the  Judges  obtain  the  force  of  law,  not  by  their 
intrinsic  reasonableness  alone,  but  also  from  general  acquiescence,  is 
manifest,  from  the  circumstance  that  some  decisions,  which  are  demon- 
strably unsound,  are  yet  adhered  to  by  the  Courts  because  they  have 
been  acted  on  so  long,  that  the  public  have  been  accustomed  to  regulate 
their  transactions  on  their  authority.  Thus  it  is  observed  in  the  note  to 
Ilodsden  v,  Uarridge  (43)  "  that  though  the  decision  of  Whitcomb  r. 
Whiting  was  considered  by  the  King's  Bench  to  be  hard,  and  ought  not 
to  be  extended,  it  is  nevertheless  now  settled  law,  as  it  has  been  upheld 
in  numerous  instances."  In  Crease  v,  Sawle  (44),  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber  appears  to  have  rather  submitted  to  a  series  of  four  casen, 

(42)  2  B.  &  Ad.  573.        (43)  2  Vn.  Wms.  Saund.  64,  f.        (44)  2  Q.  6.  862. 
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1850.        extending  over  half  a  century,  than  to  have  acquiesced  in  the  propriety 

Bxaum      0^  those  decisions.     Whether  therefore  in  all  caaea  decisions  are  reason- 

-.    ^*  able  or  not,  it  seems  clear  that  they  are  pronounced  by  the  Judges  and 

received  ly  the  community,  on  conviction  that  they  are  reasonable,  and 

the  probability  of  course  is  that  they  are  eminently  correct. 

On  .the  whole,  therefore,  it  would  seem,  that  the  majority  of  the  last- 
mentioned  decisions  of  the  Judges  have  become  law,  because  their  con- 
clusions, have,  by  those  on  whose  legal  learning  the  public  relies,  been 
perceived  to  be  equivalent  to  certain  other  propositions — ^immediately 
appreciable  by  the  natural  reason  of  mankind.  By  such  last^mentioned 
decisions  all  men  may  know  the  law  which  is  propounded  by  them,  for 
<<  we  are  said  to  know  the  law  when  we  apprehend  the  reason  of  the 
law ;  that  is,  when  we  bi-ing  the  reason  of  the  law  so  to  our  own  reason 
that  we  perfectly  understand  it  as  our  own." 

Such  being  the  mode  of  discovering  and  asserting  the  law,  which  must 
(in  the  absence  of  speci6c  provisions  or  known  usages)  guide  disputed 
facts,  it  is  obvious  that  the  law  so  discovered  must  have  existed  even 
from  eternity ;  for  the  relations  (to  adopt  the  seeming  paradox  of 
Montesquieu)  must  have  arisen  before  the  objects  related.  '^  Particular 
intelligent  beings,"  says  Montesquieu,  ''  may  have  laws  of  their  own 
making,  but  they  have  some  likewise  which  they  never  mada  Before 
there  were  intelligent  beings,  they  were  possible ;  they  had  therefore 
possible  relations,  and  consequently  possible  laws.  Before  laws  were 
made,  there  were  relations  of  possible  justice."  This  portion  of  the  law 
of  England  is  therefore  the  law  of  nature,  and  is  consequently  common 
to  all  mankind.  "  Singulorum  autem  hominum  mtdtie  modis  rea  fiunt  ; 
quarundam  enim  rerum  dominium  nancisdmur  jure  naturali,  quod, 
sicut  diximue,  appeUatur  jue  gentium.^'  This  portion  of  the  law  of 
England  must  therefore  now  be  and  always  must  have  been  that  of  all 
mankind — the  same  in  ancient  Rome  and  Athens,  in  modem  London 
and  in  Sydney.  Nee  erit  alia  lex  Homae,  alia  Atkenis,  cdia  nunc,  alia 
poethac;  aed  et  omnes  gentee  et  omni  tempore  una  lex  et  eempiiema 
et  immutabilia  continehit ;  unuaque  erit  communia  quaai  magiater  et 
-imiyercUor  omnium  deua.  It  is  the  reason  of  mankind,  and  "its  voice  is 
the  harmony  of  the  world."  From  its  universality  it  is  the  birthright 
of  every  man,  and  therefore  of  every  Englishman  wherever  he  may  be ; 
and  more  particularly  so  when  he  is  in  Britain  or  its  dependencies.  This 
law  of  nature,  whether  it  is  the  whole  or  only  ^  portion  of  the  common 
law  of  England,  must  necessarily  be  applicable  to  this  colony  of  New 
South  Wales. 
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Before  quitting  this  part  o£  the  subject,  I  may  remark,  that  some         I860 
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positions  of  the  canon  and  civil  law  are  reckoned  as  parcel  of  the  common  Bbqina 
law  of  England.  Such  positions  are  so  incorporated,  not  from  any 
peculiar  force  of  their  own,  but  from  their  consistency  with  that  natural 
reason,  which  is,  as  I  conceive,  the  essence  of  the  common  law.  Various 
usages,  moreover,  according  to  Lord  I/ale,  are  to  be  reckoned  as  a  portion 
of  the  common  law,  though  we  know  they  must  have  originated  by 
statutes,  because  the  memorials  of  their  commencement  have  been  lost. 
But  if,  when  a  statute  is  made  in  one  century  and  lost  in  the  next,  so 
much  of  it  as  is  remembered  shall  be  therefore  classed  with  the  common 
law,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  when  the  memorial  (as  those  of  the 
ordinances  of  Edmund  and  Lanfranc  have  been)  is  recovered,  its  provi- 
sions shall  be  esteemed  as  a  portion  of  the  common  law.  Though  usages 
may  be  classed  with  the  lex  7ion  soriptay  for  more  conveniently  distinguish- 
ing them  from  extant  statutes,  they  clearly  appear  to  my  mind  to 
partake  more  of  the  nature  of  the  statute  than  the  common  law,  as  being 
matters  obviously  not  of  the  natural  law,  which  is  common  to  all  nations, 
but  of  the  instituted  law,  which  is  peculiar  to  England. 

From  the  method  of  discovering  the  common  law,  it  is  evident  that 
its  spirit  is  essentially  the  consideration  of  the  public  advantage ;  for  in 
the  resolution  of  cases  of  the  first  impression,  the  Courts  must  proceed  as 
in  matters  of  pure  ethics,  and  decide  according  to  their  views  of  general 
consequences.  On  the  other  hand,  no  community  is  ever  likely  to 
sanction  a  decision  that  is  perceived  to  bo  more  advantageous  to 
individuals  than  the  majority.  It  is  a  leading  maxim  of  the  common 
law,  that  ^*  a  private  mischief  is  preferable  to  a  public  inconvenience.'' 

Having,  as  I  conceive,  now  established,  that  the  law  of  England  is 
either  natural  or  instituted,  and  that  the  former  is  the  common  law  of 
all  mankind,  and  is  therefore  applicable  to  all  communities ;  the  first 
question  for  consideration  is,  whether  the  English  law  of  marriage, 
which  arose  out  of  the  ecclesiastical  constitutions  mentioned  by  Lord 
OoUen/tamj  is  parcel  of  the  natural  or  of  the  instituted  law. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  by  the  law  of  nature  a  contract  per  verba  de 
prce9enti  was  in  England,  before  any  statutes  were  enacted,  effectual  as  a 
marriage.  For  positive  laws  are  the  creatures  of  society,  of  which  marriage 
is  the  foundation.  '^  The  Lord  God  said,  it  is  not  good  that  the  man  should 
be  alone ;  I  will  make  him  a  helpmeet  for  him."  "  And  the  rib  which 
the  Lord  God  had  taken  from  the  mauj  made  he  a  woman,  and  brought 
her  unto  the  man.''  Marriages,  therefore,  existed  before  instituted  law ; 
and  the  manner  of  their  celebration,  and  the  duties  arising  out  of  the 
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Reoixa      Before  the  existence  of  prescribed  regulations  of  marriage,  the  relation 
Roberts      Diust  have  been  constituted  solely  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties  ;  and 
_^  .  although,  from  the  passage  I  have  cited,  and  from  many  others  in  the 

Holy  Scriptures  it  may  be  inferred  that  a  religious  solemnity  is  decorous 
for  a  marriage,  yet  in  no  part  of  the  Bible,  that  I  can  remember  (or 
have  after  inquiry  been  able  to  ascertain)  is  such  a  ceremony  laid  down 
as  essential  to  the  matrimonial  state.  I  have  read  with  great  attention 
the  article  MATRIMONICJM,  in  Smith's  Dictionary  of  Greek  and 
Roman  Antiquities^  from  which  it  appears  that,  though  in  Greece  sacri- 
fices were  offered  before,  and  a  marriage  feast  was  held  after  it,  the  mar- 
riage was  nevertheless  effected  without  either  publicity  or  the  intervention 
of  a  priest.  From  the  same  article  it  clearly  a])pears,  that  though,  with  a 
view  to  the  acquisition  by  their  children  of  certain  offices,  persons  were 
in  Home  sometimes  married  by  a  religious  ceremony,  yet  that  there  were 
two  other  kinds  of  valid  matrimony,  in  which  such  solemnity  was  not 
observed.  It  is,  I  believe,  an  acknowledged  fact,  that  before  the  Council 
of  Trent,  marriages  were  always  on, the  Continent  of  Europe  considered 
to  be  valid  without  any  religious  celebration.  The  usage,  therefore,  o£ 
the  Jewish,  Greek,  and  Roman  nations  in  ancient  times,  and  the  custom 
of  modern  continental  Europe,  to  contract  marriages  without  the  inter- 
vention of  a  priest  are  evidence  that  no  religious  ceremony  is  necessary, 
by  that  portion  of  the  law  of  England,  which  is  the  reasonable  and 
inferential  law  of  all  mankind.  After  the  decision  in  the  Queen  t7. 
MiMiSy  I  will  not  venture  to  say  that  the  case  of  Dalrymple  v,  Ddlrymph 
is  conclusive,  that  the  common  law  of  England  did  not  require  the  inter- 
vention of  a  priest  to  make  a  marriage  valid  for  all  purposes  j  but  I 
think  I  have  clearly  shown,  at  all  events,  that  the  Qrieen  v.  MUlis  is  a 
decision  not  upon  the  law  of  nature,  but  merely  upon  the  law  anterior 
to  the  Marriage  Act  of  George  11,  which  was  obviously  founded  upon 
the  positive  ordinances  which  are  the  foundation  of  Lord  Cottenham^s 
judgment. 

The  law  of  marriage  in  England,  anterior  to  the  Marriage  Act  of 
Geo.  IT,  being  (whether  regarded  as  part  of  the  statute  or  customary 
law)  a  portion  of  the  instituted  law  of  England,  we  must  consider 
whether  it  is  applicable  to  the  circumstances  and  condition  of  this 
colony. 

That  question  involves  a  discussion  of  the  principles,  by  which  we 
must  in  all  cases  adjudicate  upon  the  applicability  to  this  colony  of  the 
positive  law  of  England. 
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I  believe  it  has  been  considered  by  some,  that  a  statute  is  inapplicable  1S50. 
to  a  colony  which  has  not  the  machinery  to  carry  out  its  provisions ;  Regina 
and  the  inapplicability  of  the  English  Bankrupt  Acts  has  been  placed 
upon  that  ground.  But,  though  the  want  of  means  to  carry  out  its  pro- 
visions may  in  some  instances  be  regarded  as  decisive  against  the  appli- 
cation of  a  statute,  no  general  rule  upon  such  a  reason  can  be  laid  dow  n ; 
inasmuch  as  this  Court  has  applied  the  Statute  of  Uses  (27  Henry  YIII, 
c.  10)  to  this  colony,  though  the  places  for  enrolment  are,  by  the  statute 
27  Henry  VIII,  c.  16,  fixed  to  be  in  England.  It  appears  to  me,  that 
it  would  have  been  monstrous,  when  tlie  feudal  (as  inextricably  inter- 
woven with  the  common)  law  became  the  law  of  real  property  in  this 
colony,  that  so  valuable  a  portion  of  the  system  of  conveyancing  as  the 
Statute  of  Uses  should  have  been  held  inapplicable,  because  there  was 
not  here  the  officers  for  enrolment,  which  was  appointed  by  the  last- 
mentioned  statute.  It  was  a  manifest  advantage  in  the  infancy  of  the 
colony,  that  its  inhabitants  should  have  their  landed  property  regulated 
by  the  settled  law  of  real  property  as  developed  in  England  j  and  this 
Court  may  have  anticipated,  that  such  publicity  as  was  afforded  against 
secret  conveyances  by  the  statute,  27  Henry  VIII,  c.  16,  would  be 
thereafter  provided,  as  has  been  since  done  by  the  colonial  authorities. 
Some  other  reason  must  be  therefore  sought,  for  the  solution  of  the 
question  we  are  considering,  than  the  mere  deficiency  of  machinery ; 
and  it  occurs  to  me  that  the  applicability  to  this  colony,  or  any  portion 
of  the  instituted  law  of  England,  must  depend  on  the  similarity  of  its 
spirit  to  that  of  the  natural  law,  which  is  the  birthright  of  every  British 
colonist,  as  being  common  to  all  mankind  in  all  places.  Now,  as  the 
spirit  of  natural  law  is  universal  applicability,  and  as  we  have  seen  it  is 
discovered  and  declared  by  the  proper  exercise  of  human  reasoning  upon 
general  consequences,  I  think  that  no  statute  or  other  portion  of  the 
positive  law  of  England  should  be  adjudged  applicable  to  this  colony, 
unless  this  Court  should  think  its  provisions  of  more  extensive  than 
merely  local  benefit,  and  such  as  the '  colonial  legislature  would  by  its 
own  ordinance  declare  applicable  to  this  dependency.  For,  as  by  the 
statute  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  s.  24,  this  Court,  as  often  as  a  doubt  arises 
before  it  as  to  the  applicability  of  an  English  law  or  statute,  whereon 
the  local  legislature  has  made  no  declaration,  is  invested  with  a  kind  of 
legislative  power,  the  principle  that  should  be  pursued  by  this  Court  in 
80  virtually  making  a  local  law  (whereby  something  is  added  to  or  taken 
from  the  natural  law)  is,  that  we  should  take  care  that,  though  the 
innovation  may  not  observe  the  law  of  nature  in  all  things,  still  that  the 
former  should  not  altogether  violate  the  latter  ;  that  it  should  be  a  law, 
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Rbgina  be  so  far  like  it  as  to  be  expedient  for  most  people  in  the  colony.  Jtu 
RoRKKTs.  ^**^  mode  dicitur,  qtwdamnHnts  out  jduribui  in  qitaqtM  civikUe  tUHe  ««<, 
ut  est  jus  civile^  Hence,  statutes  which  appecu:  to  be  as  useful  to  the 
colonists  of  New  South  Wales,  as-  to  the  inhabitants  of  England,  such  as 
the  Statutes  of  Frauds,  Uses,  Limitations,  and  others,  have  always  been 
regarded  as  applicable  to  this  territory.  On  the  other  hand,  statatea 
like  the  Apothecaries  Act  and  others,  which  appear  to  have  arisen  from 
peculiar  circumstances  in  England,  and  which  evince  no  palpable 
advantage  to  this  community,  have  in  this  Court  been  adjudged  to  be 
inapplicable. 

Admitting,  as  every  Christian  is  likely  to  allow,  and  every  decent 
woman  will  certainly  insist,  that  in  all  communities  it  is  desirable  that 
regulations  should  be  made  for  the  prevention  of  clandestine  marriages, 
and  believing  that  the  generality  of  mankind  will  always  desire  to 
perfoi-m  that  contract  with  the  sol'emnities  of  religion,  the  question  is, 
whether  the  natural  law  should  be  restrained,  and  those  most  desirable 
objects  be  effected  in  this  colony  according  as  they  originally  were  in 
England  by  the  ordinances  of  Edmund  and  Lanfranc.  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  Court  ought  not  to  adjudicate  that  the  marriage  law  of 
England,  which  was  founded  on  those  ordinances,  is  applicable  to  the 
circumstances  of  this  colony.  For,  on  consideration  of  the  statute  of 
9  Geo.  lY.,  a  83,  sec.  24,  I  think  this  Court  can  only  declare  such 
portions  of  English  law  applicable  to  this  colony,  as  the  Colonial  Legis* 
lature  would  declare  to  be  applicable  by  ordinances  to  be  by  them /or  that 
purpose  made.  I  am  satisfied  that  the  Legislature  of  this  colony  (repre- 
senting a  community  comprising  Roman  Catholics,  Hebrews,  and  persons 
professing  the  opinions  of  the  Church  of  England,  and  other  Protestant 
religionists),  would  not  and  ought  not  at  this  advanced  age  of  the  British 
Empire,  in  a  colony  where  there  is  no  Church  established  as  in  England, 
to  declare  applicable  to  its  circumstances  and  condition  a  marriage  law, 
which  originated  in  the  circumstances  of  England  900  years  ago,  when 
the  whole  population  professed  the  Boman  Catholic  religion ;  a  law 
which  was  found  so  inapplicable  to  the  condition  of  England  after  the 
Reformation,  that  a  marriage  by  a  deacon  of  the  Church  of  England 
came  to  be  considered  as  effectual,  as  one  celebrated  by  a  priest  of  the 
Church  of  Rome  ;  a  law  which  was  so  offensive  to  the  feelings  and  con- 
sciences of  Protestant  Dissenters^  and  caused  such  heart-burnings  and 
excitement  in  England,  that  the  British  Legislature  virtually  declared  it 
inapplicable  to  the  condition  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  in  these  times, 
by  enacting  the  recent  statutes  for  the  registration  of  births,  deaths, 
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the  local  law  5  Wm.  IV,  No.  2  (the  draftsman  of  which  eridently  REoiifA 
imagined  that  the  English  Marriage  Laws  were  in  force  here),  has  shown  ^  ^' 
to  be  inapplicable  to  New  South  Wales ;  a  law  which  would  compel 
every  Methodist,  Quaker,  and  Jew,  to  be  married  (unless  his  case  could 
be  brought  within  the  5  Wnu  lY,  No.  2)  by  a  clergyman  of  either  the 
Church  of  Rome  or  England.  Such  a  law  is,  I  think,  too  inconsistent 
with  the  religious  equality  existing  in  this  colony,  to  be  by  us  adjudged 
applicable  to  its  condition. 

Being  of  opinion,  then,  that  the  decision  in  the  Qtieen  v.  Millis  rests 
upon  positive  law,  which  is  not  applicable  to  this  colony,  and  as  it  has 
by  this  Court  been  decided  that  the  Man*iage  Acts  of  Geo.  II  and 
Geo.  TV  are  also  inapplicable  to  the  colony,  and  as  no  ordinance  has 
been  made  by  the  Colonial  Legislature,  for  the  purpose  of  declaring  the 
applicability  to  this  colony  of  the  English  Marriage  Laws,  the  only 
question  of  statute  law  which  remains,  is  one  arising  out  of  the  Colonial 
Act,  7  Wm.  IV,  No.  6,  entitled  "An  Act  to  prevent  Clandestine 
Marriages,  and  to  provide  for  the  issuing  of  Licenses."  The  question  is 
this :  Has  the  3rd  section  of  that  Act  (not  by  declaration  or  adoption  of 
any  English  law,  but)  by  its  own.  new  enactments,  invalidated  as  mar- 
riages, matrimonial  contracts  p^  verba  de  jyifcesenti  1  For  by  that  section 
it  is  enacted,  "  that  in  no  case  whatsoever  shall  any  suit  or  proceeding 
be  had  in  any  Ecclesiastical  Court,  in  order  to  compel  a  celebration  of 
any  marriage  in  facie  ecclesicBf  by  reason  of  any  contract  of  matrimony 
whatsoever,  whether  per  verba  de  prassenti  or  per  verba  de  fuiwro^  any 
law  or  usage  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding."  This  section  follows  the 
13th  section  of  the  English  Marriage  Act,  and  the  3rd  section  of  the 
statute  58  Geo.  Ill,  c.  81.  The  last-mentioned  enactments  appear  to 
me  (having  reference  especially  to  the  remarks  thereon  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  and  by  Lord  Cottmham^  at  pages  871  and  890  of  R,  v,  Millie 
not  to  have  newly  eiiacied  (for  in  such  event  there  could  have  been  no 
difficulty  whatever  in  the  case  of  the  QvLeen  v.  Millie)  that  matrimonial 
contracts,  by  words  de  prassenti  or  dejuturo^  Bhonld  thereafter  be  invalid 
as  marriages,  but  that  the  Spiritual  Courts  in  England  and  Ireland  should 
not  interfere  with  them.  For,  in  England  and  Ireland,  the  Spiritual 
Courts  appear  to  have  usurped  the  power  of  declaring  matrimonial  con- 
tracts to  be  very  marriages,  notwithstanding  the  positive  Saxon  laws  to 
the  contrary,  of  more  ancient  date  than  the  canon  law,  under  which  the 
Spiritual  Courts  acted.  The  effect  of  the  Imperial  enactments  mentioned 
was  not  to  make  new  laws,  but  to  revive  and  enforce  the  law  of  the 
land  as  established  by  the  Saxon  ordinances.  The  last  mentioned  statutes 
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Regina  therein  mentioned  should  thereafter  be  invalid,  bat  to  have  prevented 
J.  ^*  ^  the  Courts  Spiritual  from  giving  them  a  validity  by  force  of  the  canon 
law,  in  opposition  to  the  more  ancient  law  of  the  realm  as  established 
by  the  Saxon  ordinances ;  which  had  altered  the  law  of  nature  by 
requiring  marriages  to  be  solemnized  by  the  intervention  of  a  mass 
priest. 

The  history  of  this  portion  of  the  law  seems  to  me  to  be  as  follows : — 
By  the  law  of  nature  (as  has  been  shown)  contracts  of  matrimony  per 
verba  de  praeeenii  were  originally  in  England  actual  marriages.  That 
law  was  altered  by  certain  Saxon  ordinances,  requiring  in  marriage  tbe 
intervention  of  a  priest.  Then  the  Courts  Spiritual,  notwithstanding 
this  alteration,  in  effect  revived  the  natural  law,  by  avoiding  a  second 
legal  marriage,  and  enjoining  the  public  celebration  of  a  former  contract, 
when  such  existed  ;  which  interference  the  statutes  26  Goo.  11  and  58 
Geo.  Ill  prohibited,  and  so  re-establi&hed  the  alteration  of  the  law  of 
nature.  As,  therefore,  the  wording  of  the  Colonial  is  identical  with 
that  of  the  Imperial  enactments,  it  follows  that  if  there  had  been  in 
this  colony  a  Court  Spiritual,  acting  in  this  matter  as  those  in  England 
and  Ireland,  the  only  operation  of  the  colonial  enactment  would  have 
been  to  revive  whatever  was  the  law  in  this  territory  before  the  institu- 
tion of  that  Court.  And  the  effect  cannot  he  greater,  because  there  is 
no  Ecclesiastical  Court  in  which  it  can  operate  directly. 

Hence  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  marriage  of  the  pi-isoner  by  Dr. 
M^Garvie  (though  it  has  obtained  neither  validity  nor  invalidity  by  force 
of  the  colonial  Act  5  Will  lY,  Na  2,  is  nevertheless  as  good  as  the 
marriage  solemnized  by  Mr.  Br%gst4)cke,  For  the  efficacy  of  marriages  in 
this  colony  depends,  not  upon  any  portion  of  the  instituted,  but  on  the 
natural  law  of  England.  According  to  that  last  mentioned  law,  marriage 
%8  constUiUed  by  consent.  Notwithstanding  the  several  colonial  enact- 
ments before  mentioned,  I  couclude  that  the  first  marriage  of  the 
prisoner  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Brigstccke,  and  also  the  second  (but  for 
the  continuance  of  the  former)  ceremony  before  Dr.  JPGarvie,  were 
valid  marriages  by  the  laws  of  nature,  as  being  nuptia  per  verba  de 
praesenti  ;  and  (though  sanctity  and  decency  were  imparted  to  them) 
that  neither  of  those  marriages  acquired  any  greater  legal  efficacy  from 
the  intervention  of  those  reverend  gentlemen  respectively.  I  am  there- 
fore clearly  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  was  properly  convicted  of 
bigamy,  and  that  he  should  receive  the  sentence  of  the  law  for  that 
offence. 


SUPREME   COURT   CASES. 


573 


Therrt,  J.  I  fully  admit  and  feel  the  importance  of  the  question 
now  submitted  to  our  decision,  and  it  is  from  a  sense  of  its  importance 
that  I  am  anxious  to  abstain  from  introducing  any  extraneous  topic 
into  the  discussion  of  it  that  might  augment  the  difficulty,  without 
materially  aiding  us,  in  coming  to  a  satisfactory  adjudication.  According 
to  the  view  presented  to  my  mind  by  the  special  case  submitted  to  us, 
the  question  on  which  we  have  to  pronounce  judgment  is  not  whether 
the  law  laid  down  in  The  Queen  v,  Millia  (46),  and  in  support  of  which 
much  reliance  was  placed  on  the  Institutes  of  Edmund  and  the  Ordi- 
nances of  a  council  held  at  Winchester  in  1076,  in  the  times  of  Arch- 
bishop Lanfranc,  should  be  regarded  as  statute  or  as  common  law ;  nor 
whether,  to  whichever  class  of  our  laws  this  particular  law  may  properly 
belong,  it  be  a  portion  of  the  statute  or  common  law  of  such  universality 
as  that  it  can  and  ought  to  be  applied  to  the  present  state  and  condition 
of  this  colony ;  but  simply,  whether  on  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  special 
case  the  second  contract  entered  into  by  the  prisoner  was  sufficiently  a 
marriage  to  support  an  indictment  against  him  for  bigamy  ? 

When  I  consider  the  momentous  interests  involved  in  the  decision  of 
the  first  two  questions  to  which  I  have  adverted — when,  too,  I  consider 
the  grievous  mischief  that  may  be  inflicted  on  this  community  by  an. 
error  in  judgment  in  dealing  with  them,  and,  moreover,  as  I  find  when 
this  vast  subject — the  marriage  law  of  England — was  surveyed  in  all  its 
proportions  and  details  by  six  men  of  consummate  learning,  four  of 
whom  had  filled  the  office  of  Lord  Chancellor,  and  two  the  office  of  Lord 
Chief  Justice  of  our  principal  Courts  of  Common  Law,  that  they  were 
divided  in  opinion,  three  against  three,  as  to  what  really  was  the  law, 
and  that  the  judgment  arrived  at  was  only  come  to  by  the  force  of  a 
technical  rule  of  the  House  of  Lords,  that  when  on  a  division  the 
numbers  are  equal  "  praesumitur  pro  negante^^  I  hesitate  not  to  avow 
that  seeing  there  were  such  fluctuation  and  opposition  of  opinion  in  so 
high  a  quarter,  I  feel  that  it  becomes  me  to  be  wary  and  diffident  in 
pronouncing  an  opinion  on  topics  in  which  interests  of  such  great  magni- 
tude are  involved,  and  for  pronouncing  which  I  could  ofier  no  excuse, 
except  one  from  which  the  nature  of  the  present  case  exempts  me, 
namely,  the  being  constrained  to  do  so  from  a  stern  and  imperative 
obligation  of  duty.  From  such  an  obligation  I  am  relieved  in  the  present 
instance,  because,  irrespective  of  these  important  questions,  which  are 
rather  incidentally  suggested  than  directly  raised  by  the  special  case 
before  us,  there  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  authority  of  decided  cases,  under 
circumstances  similar  to  the  present,  to  guide  and  govern  our  decision. 
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From  the  promment  place  anigned  to  it,  in  the  arguments  of  coonsel 
on  both  aides,  I  deem  it  right  to  advert  briefly  to  the  caae  of  the  Qiteen 
V,  HiUU,  with  the  view  of  pointing  out  one  or  two  leading  featoree,  in 
which  it  bears  no  resemblance  to  the  present  The  facts  of  the  case  are 
shortly  these :  Oeorffe  JHUiu^  a  member  of  the  Established  Choich  in 
Ireland,  went,  accompanied  by  one  Hetier  Oraham^  a  Presbyterian,  to 
the  honse  of  a  r^ularly  placed  minister  of  the  Presbyterian  Chon^,  of 
the  parish  where  the  minister  resided,  and  there  entered  into  a  present 
contract  of  marriage  with  the  said  Hetier,  the  minister  performing  a 
religions  ceremony  between  them,  according  to  the  rites  of  the  Preeby- 
terian  Church.  George  MiUis  and  HaUr  Orakam  lived  together  for 
some  time  as  man  and  wife ;  MiUie  afterwards  (Heeter  being  still  alive) 
married  another  person'  in  a  parish  chnrch  in  England.  The  House 
of  Lords  decided  that  the  first  contract  thuS  entered  into  was  not 
sufficiently  a  marriage  to  support  an  indictment  against  MiUis  for 
bigamy. 

In  the  first  ptace^  it  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  that  the  question 
there  under  adjudication  was  the  validity  of  the  first  marriage,  of  which 
all  the  authorities  unite  in  declaring  there  must  be  strict  proof ;  here 
the  second  marriage  which  (living  the  first  wife)  it  is  contended  consti- 
tutes the  crime  of  bigamy,  is  the  one  under  consideration ;  and,  secondly  ; 
although  by  the  law  of  Ireland  a  Protestant  dissenting  minister  might, 
by  the  statute  law,  celebrate  marriage  between  two  members  of  his  own 
religious  community,  he  was  not  authorised  to  do  so  where  one  of  the 
parties  was  a  member  of  the  Established  Church.  Here,  however,  the 
second  marriage  is  one  which  the  statute  law  of  this  country  authorises 
by  a  Presbyterian  minister  whenever  one  only  of  the  parties  is  a  member 
of  his  church.  A  marriage,  then  in  Ireland  under  such  circumstances, 
it  was  decided,  could  at  most  amount  only  to  a  marriage  per  verba  de 
profsenU,  a  species  of  contract  to  which  the  same  incidents  of  validity 
did  not  attach  as  to  a  marriage  solemniised  by  a  person  in  Holy  Onlers, 
inasmuch  as  it  did  not  confer  on  the  woman  the  right  to  dower,  or  on 
the  man  the  right  to  the  woman's  property,  or  on  the  issue  the  right  of 
legitimacy,  and  did  not  render  the  marriage  either  of  the  parties  (living 
the  other)  ipso  facto  void  at  law,  and  therefore  was  not  such  a  valid 
first  marriage  as  would  furnish  a  foundation  for  the  criminal  charge  of 
bigamy  in  the  event  of  a  second  marriage.  That  a  marriage  per  verba 
de  proiseiUi  was  formerly  good  for  many  purposes,  it  was  not  denied, 
such  as  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  the  marriage  indissoluble,  not  to 
be  released  by  the  mutual  consent  of  the  parties,  of  enabling  either  of 
them  to  enforce  and  compel  solemnization,  and  even  of  rendering  a 
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subsequent  marriage  solemnized  in  facie  eecleiice,  eren  after  cohabitation 
and  the  birth  of  children  voidable,  and  was  therefore  styled  in  the 
ecclesiastical  law,  verum  matrimonium :  yet  many  of  these  purposes 
have  since  been  defeated  by  the  13th  section  of  the  English  Marriage 
Act,  extended  to  this  colony  and  adopted  by  the  7th  Will.  IV.,  No.  6, 
section  3,  by  which  it  is  enacted,  "  That  in  no  case  whatsoever  shall 
any  suit  or  proceeding  be  had  in  any  Ecclesiastical  Court  in  order  to 
compel  a  celebration  of  any  marriage  in  facie  eceleeice,  by  reason  of  any 
contract  of  matrimony  whatever,  whether  per  verba  de  proesentif  or  per 
verba  deftUuro,  which  shall  be  entered  into  after  the  end  and  expiration 
of  ten  days  next  after  the  passing  of  this  Act."  The  effect  of  this 
statute  has  been  as  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Lyndhuret)  remarked,  to 
change  entirely  the  character  of  a  contract  per  verba  de  prceeenii^  at 
least  as  to  its  temporal  purposes.  It  is  no  longer  indissoluble,  solemni- 
zation cannot  be  enforced ;  it  has  no  longer  the  effect  of  avoiding  a 
subsequent  marriage  solemnization  in  fade  eccleeue^  but  such  is  from 
the  time  of  its  celebration  valid  and  binding,  and  accompanied  with  all 
the  civil  consequences  of  a  regular  and  perfect  marriage.  The  passing 
of  this  Act,  twelve  years  ago  in  this  colony,  shows  that  we  were  not 
even  then  considered  to  be  in  a  very  primitive  condition  as  to  the  law 
of  marriage,  or  without,  it  may  hs  presumed,  ample  means  for  its  cele- 
bration by  religious  ministers  ;  and,  moreover,  when  we  find  such  a  law 
enacted  so  far  back  in  point  of  time,  we  may  well  be  excused  from 
entering  into  an  unprofitable  speculation,  or  pronouncing  theoretical 
opinions  on  what  marriage  law  was  applicable  and  in  force  in  this  colony 
at  its  first  formation,  and  before  clergymen  arrived  here,  if,  indeed,  at 
any  time — a  fact  that  was  not  alleged — since  the  first  formation  of  this 
colony,  there  were  not  clergymen  resident  therein. 

Without  enlarging  upon  the  question  whether  or  not  a  Presbyterian 
Minister  is  a  person  who  may  be  by  the  common  law  regarded  as  a 
person  in  "  Holy  Ordera,"  it  is  sufficient  for  my  purpose  that  he  is  a 
recognised  minister  under  Acts,  both  of  Imperial  and  Colonial  Legisla- 
tion, for  the  purpose  of  the  solemnization  of  marriage.  Not  only  is  he 
so  regarded  under  the  5th  Will.  IV,  No.  2  ;  But  in  the  3rd  Vic,  No.  7, 
which  imparts,  under  the  conditions  prescribed  by  that  Act,  the  same 
validity  to  marriages  solemized  by  Wesleyan  Methodist  Ministers,  as 
"  if  such  marriages  were  solemnized  by  Clergymen  of  the  Church  of 
England,  Presbyterian  Ministers,  or  Roman  Catholic  Priests,  according 
to  their  respective  churches."  So  much  for  colonial  recognition,  and 
as  to  recognition  by  the  Imperial  Legislature,  the  Act  for  ]egalisin<i: 
marriages  in  India,  by  Presbyterian  ministers  in  India,  is  an  Imperial 
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Act,  and  our  colonial  Act  is  almost  literally  copied  from  it.  In  these 
Acts  Presbyterian  clergymen  are  dominated  "  ordained  ministers  of 
the  Church  of  Scotland." 

To  impart  a  complete  and  perfect  validity  to  the  marriages  they 
solemnise,  certain  statutory  conditions   are  prescribed.     The  binding 
validity  of  the  marriage  under  all  circumstances  and  for  all  purposes,  is 
not  the  question  however  for  adjudication  in  this  case,  but  whether  the 
ceremonial  in  the  present  instance  did  not  make  such  a  marriage  de  facto 
within  the  true  meaning  of  the  statute  of  bigamy  as  will  sustain,  the 
indictment.     If  this  question  be  decided  in  favour  of  the  Crown,  there 
must  be  judgment  against  the  prisoner,  and  I  shall  proceed  therefore  to 
state  the  reasons  which  have  led  me  to  the  conclusion  that  on  the  occasion 
of  the  second  marriage  here,  there  was  such  a  contract  and  such  a 
solemnization  before  a  Presbyterian  minister,  as  constitutes  the  crime 
of  bigamy.     And,  first,  in  reference  to  one  point,  on  which  I  observed 
that  the  present  case  is  distinguishable  from  the  Queen  v.  Millis,  namely, 
that  in  the  latter  case  it  was  stated  in  the  special  case  before  the  Court, 
that  one  of  the  contracting  parties  to  the  marriage  was  a  member  of  the 
Established  Church  in  Ireland.     By  reason  of  this  fact  the  Presbyterian 
minister  is./wnciiw  officio.     Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal,  in  his  judgment, 
refers  to  the   statute   empowering   dissenting   ministers  to  solemnize 
marriages  in  Ireland,  and  gives  it  as  one  of  the  grounde  for  regarding 
the  presence  of  a  Presbyterian  minister  at  the  first  marriage  of  Millia^ 
as  if  it  were  only  the  presence  of  a  layman.     "  Unless,"  said  he,  "  some 
Act   of   the  Legislature  has  interposed  its  authority  and  given   the 
Protestant  dissenting  ministers  in  Ireland  the  same  power  for  this  purpose 
as  the  persons  in  holy  orders  did  before  possess,  we  think  the  entering 
into  the  contract  in  his  presence,  cannot,  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  word, 
be  held  to  be  entering  into  it  in  the  presence  of  a  person  in  Holy  Orders. 
!Now  no  statute  has  been  brought  forward  except  the  21st  and  22nd 
Geo.  3rd,  chap.  25  (Irish),  but  the  operation  of  that  statute  is  limited  to 
matrimonial  contracts  or  marriages  between  Protestant  dissenters  and 
solemnised  by  Protestant  dissenting  ministers  or  teachers ;  and,  as  your 
Lordship's  question  goes  on  to  state  that  one  of  the  contracting  parties 
in  this  case  is  not  a  Protestant  dissenter  but  a  member  of  the  Established 
Church  of  England  and  Ireland,  it  follows  that  the  case  does  not  fall 
within  the  statute,  and  that  it  must  be  decided  as  if  that  statute  had 
never  been  passed." 

But  our  colonial  statute,  the  5th  of  Will.  IV.,  No.  2,  is  not  of  so 
restrictive  a  character  as  the  Irish  statute,  for  it  empowers  Presbyterian 
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ministers  to  solemnize  marriages  not  merely  between  members  of  their 
own  comtnunion,  but  wherever  "  one  of  the  persons  is  a  member  of,  or 
holds  communion  with  the  Church  of  Scotland."  And  the  special  case 
before  us,  so  far  from  stating  that  neither  of  the  parties  were  of  the 
same  communion  with  the  officiating  minister,  sets  forth  that  the 
prisoner,  before  his  second  marriage,  "told Mr.  M^Garvie  that  Elizabeth 
Goodwin  was  a  Presbjterian.*'  Now,  although  I  do  not  think  this  oral 
declaration  is  a  sufficient  substitute  for  the  written  one  to  sati^fj  the 
requirements  of  the  statute,  yet,  it  is  a  statement  by  which  he  is  bound. 

His  own  declaration  estops  him  from  saying  to  Mr.  M^Garvie  "you 
are  not  a  person  in  Holy  Orders,  competent  to  solemnize  this  marriage,'^ 
after  seeking  to  have  the  ceremony  of  marriage  solemnized  according  to 
the  rites  of  his  particular  church,  after  furnishing  testimony  from  his 
own  lips,  which  brought  him  within  the  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of 
marriage,  by  a  minister  of  that  church,  and  after,  moreover,  being  a 
party  to  its  celebration  and  recognising  by  his  whole  conduct  that  the 
minister  who  officiated  at  the  ceremony  was  competent,  and  fully  qualified 
to  do  so.  On  whatever  other  ground  then  it  may  be  impeachable,  at 
least,  he  who  sought  out  the  minister,  and  recognised  his  jurisdiction, 
cannot  be  permitted  to  regard  him  otherwise  than  as  a  person  whose 
office  for  the  purpose  of  giving  validity  to  the  solemnization  of  a  marriage 
is  to  be  considered  as  equivalent  to  that  of  a  priest  in  Holy  Orders. 
That  a  man  is  bound  by  the  restriction  and  obligation  of  that  form  to 
which  he  submits,  and  bound  to  the  consequences  if  he  departs  from  and 
transgresses  them,  is  forcibly  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Jones  v,  Robinson 
(47),  where  one  of  the  parties  to  the  marriage  was  a  Jewess,  but  had 
been  married  in  the  Christian  Church.  Sir  William  Scott  said,  "  the 
marriage  was  celebrated  according  to  the  Christian  form.  Whatever 
her  persuasion  was,  she  conformed  in  this  respect  to  the  Christian 
religion,  and  is  liable  to  the  consequences,  if  she  departs  from  it." 

In  the  case  of  Reg.  v.  Orgill  (48)  which  was  an  indictment  for  bigamy, 
where  the  second  marriage  was  performed  by  a  Koman  Catholic  priest, 
to  whom  the  prisoner  represented  or  held  himself  out  as  one  of  that 
religion,  Baron  Alderson  expressed  his  decided  opinion  that  the  prisoner 
could  not  at  the  trial  set  up  as  a  defence  that  he  was  a  Protestant  The 
circumstances  of  that  case  were  these  :  In  Ireland,  the  marriage  of  two 
Roman  Catholics  by  a  Roman  Catholic  is  good,  and  if  a  person  at  the 
time  of  such  marriage  declares  himself  to  be  a  Roman  Catholic,  and  tlie 
UH>man  to  be  a  Catholie^  this  is  a  good  marriage  as  against  him,  and  if 
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(48)  9  C.  &  P.  80. 
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he  be  afterwards  tried  for  bigamy  on  this  marriage  (he  haying  been 
married  to  another  wife  who  was  still  alive)  he  will  not  be  allowed  to 
set  up  his  supposed  Protestantism  as  a  defence  to  the  charga  No 
ground,  'tis  true,  is  suggested  in  the  present  instance  for  supposing  the 
statement  to  be  untrue,  but  assuming  even  that  it  were  so,  the  principle 
decided  in  77^  Queen  v,  OrgiU  is,  that  when  a  party  imposes  upon  a 
clergyman  and  represents  one  of  the  parties  to  the  marriage  to  be  a 
member  of  his  own  religious  denomination,  and  thus  by  fraud  procures 
the  clergyman  to  marry  him,  he  shall  not  afterwards  be  allowed  to  say 
that  he  or  she  were  of  a  different  denomination  from  that  of  which  at 
the  time  be  described  her  or  himself  to  be  a  member.  Applying  the 
principle  of  this  decision  to  the  present  case,  it  establishes  this,  that  the 
prisoner  should  not  be  allowed  to  assert  Eliza  Goodwin  to  be  a  Presby- 
terian, in  order  to  procure  a  marriage,  and  afterwards  deny  that  she 
was  a  Presbyterian,  in  order  to  escape  the  consequences  of  his  crime. 
The  case  of  Rex  v,  Edtoarda  (49),  is  another  important  case,  showing 
that,  a  party  is  legally  as  well  as  morally  estopped  from  contradicting  his 
own  statement  or  from  availing  himself  of  a  false  one,  for  the  purpose 
of  escaping  the  punishment  due  to  his  offence.  There,  on  a  case  reserved, 
all  the  judges  held  that  the  prisoner  having  signed  the  note  for  the 
publication  of  banns  between  himself  and  Anna  Tinsony  whose  real 
name  was  Susannah^  and  having  signed  the  register  of  his  marriage 
with  her,  by  that  name  wherein  she  went,  he  should  not  be  permitted 
to  defend  himself,  on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  marry  Anna  Tin>eon^ 
although  such  might  not  be  her  name  ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  conviction 
was  right  So  here,  the  prisoner  having  represented  Eliza  Goodwin  to 
be  a  Presbyterian,  he  should  be  obliged  to  stand  by  his  own  statement^ 
and  abide  its  consequences.  Besides,  Hex  v.  Edwards,  and  Tlie  Queen  v. 
Bawni  (50)  (in  its  circumstances  more  resembling  the  present),  in  which, 
though  the  second  marriage  was  void  by  statute,  yet  as  the  ceremonial 
was  good,  proof  of  such  ceremonial,  and  of  a  first  marriage  of  unexcep- 
tionable validity,  was  held  sufficient  to  constitute  the  crime  of  bigamy. 
^*  I  am  of  opinion,"  said  Lord  Denman,  in  the  latter  case,  "  that  the 
validity  of  the  second  marriage  does  not  affect  the  question.  It  is  the 
appearing  to  contract  a  second  marriage,  and  the  going  through  the 
ceremony,  otherwise  it  could  never  exist  in  the  ordinary  way,  as  a 
previous  marriage  always  renders  null  and  void  a  marriage  that  is 
celebrated  afterwards  by  either  of  the  parties  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
others.  Whether,  therefore,  the  marriage  of  the  two  persons  was  or 
was  not  in  itself  prohibited,  and,  therefore,  null  and  void,  does  not 

(49)  Rubs,  k  Ry.  285.  (50)  1  C.  &  K.  144 ;  1  Cox  C.C.  33. 


SUPREME   COURT   CASES. 


679 


signify,  for  the  woman  having  a  husband  then  alive,  has  committed  the 
crime  of  bigamy  by  doing  all  that  in  her  lay,  by  entering  into  marriage 
with  another  man." 

That  it  is  unnecessary  to  establish  the  validity  of  the  second  marriage 
to  constitute  bigamy,  is  also  shown  by  the  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Penson, 
where,  on  an  indictment  of  a  man  for  bigamy,  it  appeared  that  for  the 
purpose  of  concealment,  the  second  wife  was  married  by  a  name  by 
which  she  had  never  been  known  ;  it  was  h^ld  that  this  was  no  answer 
to  the  charge,  although  if  the  first  marriage  had  taken  pleu^e  under  such 
circumstances  that  would  have  been  thereby  rendered  void.  These  and 
many  other  cases  show  that  second  marriage  by  the  mere  force  and 
reason  of  its  invalidity  from  other  causes,  when  the  first  marriage  is 
valid,  will  not  exempt  the  criminal  from  the  punishment  due  to  the 
offence  of  bigamy,  though  the  converse  of  the  proposition  cannot  be 
maintained,  for  if  the  first  marriage  be  invalid  and  the  second  valid  it 
is  not  bigamy.  The  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Millie  (51)  indeed  supports  this 
position,  and  it  is  further  illustrated  by  the  following  case  (52) : — A 
married  B  in  Holland,  and  afterwards  in  the  same  country  married  C 
in  B.'s  lifetime ;  B  died,  and  then  (living  C)  A  married  D  in  England. 
This  was  holden  not  to  be  within  the  Act,  because  the  marriage  with  0 
was  simply  void.  But  if  B  had  been  living,  it  would  have  been  felony 
to  have  married  D  in  England.  Indeed  Lord  HcUe  says,  that  the  second 
wife  is  not  so  much  as  "  his  wife  de  facto  "  (53),  which  is  the  reason 
why  the  second  wife  may  be  admitted  to  prove  the  second  marriage. 
This  accords  with  the  definition  of  bigamy  given  by  Poynter,  a  Proctor 
of  Doctors'  Commons,  of  much  experience,  who,  in  his  treatise  on 
marriage  and  divorce,  defines  bi?amy  to  be  "  where  there  is  a  prior 
marriage,  he  or  she  having  a  wife  or  husband  living  at  the  time  of  the 
second  (pretended)  nuptials."  The  same  distinction  in  the  definition  of 
a  first  and  second  marriage,  for  the  purpose  of  bigamy,  is  preserved,  in 
the  language  of  Lord  Denman^  in  the  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Millie  (51). 
"  If,"  said  his  Lordship,  "  the  second  marriage  be  good  for  any  purpose, 
it  is  good  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  him  who  commits  the  vicious  and 
cruel  act  of  deserting  one  wife,  and  deceiving  another  woman  hy  the 
pretence  of  a  marriage^  a  criminal  in  the  eye  of  the  law.  The  offender 
takes  his  chance,  whether  his  first  contract  will  be  held  a  marriage,  and 
his  second  a  crime,  and  not  more  ignorant  of  the  consequences  than 
many  offenders  he  must  abide  by  them."  ''  It  is  but  just,"  to  use  the 
language  of  Baron  Gumey,  in  Penaon^e  case  (54),  "  that  the  punishment 
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(54)  6  C.  &  P.  412. 


680 


SUPREME   COURT   OASES. 


1850. 


Hegina 

V, 

Roberts. 
Therry  J. 


due  to  the  offence  should  not  be  averted  by  *  a  jyreconcertedly  invalid 
ma'rricu/e,^ "  The  reason  and  justice  of  this  decision  surely  cannot  b© 
questioned,  for  the  second  marriage  is  not  so  much  a  marrying  as  an 
usurpation  of  the  rights  of  marriage,  involving  the  abandonment  of  one 
whom  by  the  law  a  man  is  bound  to  cherish  and  protect,  and  the 
prevailing  upon,  in  most  instances,  an  unsuspecting  female,  to  surrender 
her  person  in  exchange  for  an  empty  title  which  gives  her  no  rights  and 
which  the  law  can  in  no  degree  acknowledge. 

On  the  whole,  then,  although  by  reason  of  the  omission  of  the  declar- 
ation, which  is  no  part  of  the  ceremony,  but  which  the  statute  directs 
should  be  made  previous  to  solemnization,  the  marriage,  if  it  were  a 
£rst  marriage,  might  he  regarded  as  invalid,  yet  as  by  the  prisoner's 
own  statement  to  Mr.  JU^Garvie,  which  ho  is  now  debarred  from  gain> 
saying,  the  parties  were  persons  between  whom  he,  as  a  Presbyterian 
minister,  might  solemnize  marriage,  and,  moreover,  as  in  consenting  to 
submit  to  this  form  the  prisoner  thereby  recognised  and  acknowledged 
the  obligations  of  marriage,  and  so  far  the  qualification  of  both  the  con- 
tracting parties  and  the  celebrant  for  the  purpose  of  the  ceremony,  is 
established ;  the  present  case  is  brought  within  the  principle  of  that  class 
of  cases  to  which  those  I  have  cited  belong  viz,  :  Queen  t?.  Baunn  ;  the 
Queen  V,  Penson;  the  Queen  v,  Oryill ;  Jones  v,  Robinson  {fi  Phill.) ; 
and  the  Queen  v.  Edwards  ;  and  on  the  authority  of  these  cases  I  arrive 
at  the  conclusion  that  the  prisoner  was  duly  convicted  of  bigamy.  Deem- 
ing it  expedient  for  the  reasons  I  have  stated  to  restrict  my  view  and 
opinion  to  this,  the  main  material  question  before  us,  I  cannot  conclude 
without  the  expression  of  an  earnest  hope,  that  the  marriage  law  of  this 
colony  may  soon  engage  the  attention  of  those  on  whom  the  duty  of 
legislation  devolves,  and  that  the  case  of  the  Queen  t\  Millis  may  not 
again  be  presented  to  our  consideration,  with  all  the  questions  of  diffi- 
culty and  embarrassment  with  which  the  conflicting  opinions  of  the 
eminent  and  learned  men  by  whom  that  judgment  was  pronounced  have 
surrounded  it.  Already  in  India  embarrassment  seems  to  have  been 
created  by  the  decision  in  the  Queen  v,  Millis.  In  the  last  Colonial 
Magazine  there  is  mention  made  of  a  case  that  has  occurred  in  one  of 
the  Indian  settlements,  and  although  this  work  is  not  entitled  to  the 
weight  due  to  an  authorised  report,  yet  from  the  way  in  which  the  case 
is  introduced  and  stated  it  seems  to  possess  that  accuracy  of  statement 
which  entitles  it  to  be  regarded  as  an  historic  account  of  an  important 
event  of  the  day.  Regarding  it  even  as  an  instance  devoid  of  authen- 
ticity, it  illustrates  the  inconvenient  consequences  that  might  arise  from 
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an  absolute  decision  that  the  law  of  marriage  as  laid  down  in  the  case 
of  the  Queen  v.  Millie  is  applicable  to  the  condition  of  this  colony  and 
should  be  enforced  therein. 

The  case  is  entitled  McLean  v,  Cristail,  and  the  circumstances  are 
these  : — An  officer,  Major  M^Lean^  in  the  Company's  army,  had  as  he 
thought,  contracted  marriage  with  the  daughter  of  another  European, 
who  was  moving  in  the  best  society  at  the  same  station.  His  supposed 
wife  was  always  considered  to  be  his  real  wife,  and  become  the  mother 
of  a  family,  who  according  to  Indian  custom,  were  sent  to  England  for 
education.  The  officer  was  engaged  in  the  late  wars,  and  his  wife,  not 
being  allowed  to  follow  her  husband's  regiment,  was  left  at  a  small 
station  with  other  ladies,  where  she  unfortunately  forgot  her  duty  to  her 
husband.  The  husband  brought  an  action  of  crim.  con.  against  Captain 
CrieiaU  of  the  same  service,  preparatory  to  applying  to  the  House  of 
Lords  for  a  divorce.  The  lady's  paramour  had  no  desire  to  pay  damages, 
and,  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  twice  cited,  the  Queen  v.  Millis^ 
called  upon  the  husband  to  prove  his  marriage  by  common  law.  In  this 
the  husband  failed,  no  priest  having  intervened.  The  husband,  it  may 
be  said,  was  relieved  of  much  trouble  and  expense ;  but  let  us  consider 
the  case  of  the  children  who  were  being  educated  at  the  family  mansion  in 
shire,  Scotland.  The  eldest  being  a  boy  entering  his  teens,  sup- 
posed to  have  been  the  presumptive  heir  to  a  baronetcy,  now  branded 
with  disgrace,  sneered  at  by  those  who  had  previously  delighted  to  honour 
him  ;  we  may  imagine  the  feelings  of  the  good  old  baronet,  who  had  been 
accustomed  to  look  upon  his  grandchild  as  his  probable  heir.  No  affec- 
tion on  his  part  can  confer  upon  his  grandson  the  title  which  now,  through 
the  decision  of  the  Qiveen  v.  Millie,  becomes  an  unenviable  encumbrance.'' 

In  conclusion,  his  Honor  stated  that  he  was  the  more  induced  to  notice 
this  case,  because  there  was  what  appeared  to  be  an  authentic  version  of 
it  in  a  recent  number  of  the  Sydney  Herald,  copied  from  the  Bombay 
Herald. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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ciA    -L     ri  X    In«tlvtnt  Act^b  Vic,  Ko,  17,  «.  73 — **Any  insolvent*^ — Fraudulent  concealment  <if 
otepnen  o.  J .  -.-a^-w** 

Dtckinaon  J.  property. 

and 

TTierry  J.         The  indictment  of  an  insolvent,  under  section  73  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  for 

fraudulent  concealment  and  removal  of  part  of  his  estate,  is  not  substantially 

defective  for  want  of  an  allegation  that  he  was  in  fact  insolvent  at  the  time  of 

such  concealment  and  removal.    The  word  "  Insolvent,"  used  as  a  substantive,  ia 

throughout  the  Act,  invariably  used  as  indicating  simply  the  person  of  the  debtor, 

whose  estate  has  been,  or  is  sought  to  be  sequestrated,  without  regard  to  the  fact 

of  insolvency  at  any  time. 

An  omission  to  state  the  value  of  the  goods  in  the  information  is  cured  by 
verdict. 

It  is  no  objection  that  the  creditors  defrauded  were  not  named  therein. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  having  removed  part  of  his  effects,  dbc, 
contrary  to  the  73rd  section  of  the  Insolvent  Act^  with  intent  to  defraud 
his  creditors.  The  information  contained  two  counts ;  the  first  alleged 
a  single  taking  at  one  time  of  goods  to  the  value  of  40s.  on  a  certain 
day.  The  second  count  alleged  that  the  prisoner  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid  (being  the  day  mentioned  in  the  first  count)  embezzled, 
&C.,  goods  to  the  value  of  £10  "  at  different  times."  At  the  trial,  evi- 
dence was  admitted  in  support  of  the  second  count  of  several  takings  on 
different  days.  This  evidence  being  objected  to,  the  point  was  reserved^ 
and  on  Jan.  3, 

Broadhurat  appeared  in  support  of  the  objection. 

The  Court  held  the  evidence  was  properly  received. 

BroadhuTst^  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment  Both  counts  of  the  infor- 
mation were  defective  in  not  alleging  positively  that  the  prisoner  was  in 
insolvent  circumstances  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  alleged 
offence.  The  word  "  insolvent "  was  not  a  word  of  designation,  but  of 
Btatus — Rex  v.  Jones  (2).  Secondly,  no  value  was  assigned  in  the  in- 
formation to  each  article  alleged  to  have  been  removed — ForsytKa 
case  (3).  Thirdly,  the  creditors  who  were  defrauded,  or  were  to  be 
defrauded,  were  not  named  in  the  information. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Jan,  6,  April  6  and  13,  1850 ;  1  S.C.R.  App.  51  ; 
Cited  2  S.C.R.  151  ;  5  S.C.R.  81.      (2)  4  B.  &  Ad.  342.      (3)  R.  &  Ry.  274. 
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The  CoufiT  held  that  the  aeeond  objection  was  not  now  tenable, 
uuuNQUch  as,  if  ever  a  good  one,  it  was  oared  by  aid  o£  the  verdict. 

The  Chief  Justice  said  that  as  to  the  last  point,  the  same  objection 
had  been  overruled  by  him  some  years  before,  in  a  case  at  Bathurst. 

Fishery  in  support  of  the  information. 

Cur,  adv,  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  on  April  12,  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  In  this  case  the  prisoner  stands  convicted  under 
s.  73  of  the  Insolvency  Act  of  the  offence  there  termed  fraudulent 
insolvency,  by  having,  before  the  sequestration,  removed  and  concealed 
part  of  his  estate,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  and  it  is  objected 
in  arrest  of  judgment^  that  the  indictment  is  substantially  defective,  and 
the  charge  against  the  prisoner  incomplete,  for  the  want  of  an  allegation 
that  he  was  in  fact  insolvent,  at  the  time  of  such  concealment  and 
removal.  There  were  other  objections  of  a  formal  kind,  but  these  were 
disposed  of  during  the  argument.  The  question  now  for  decision  is 
entirely  one  of  substance,  depending  on  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  enactment,  by  which  the  offence  is  created,  and  under  which  the 
indictment  is  framed. 

The  words  of  the  section  (so  far  as  it  is  material  to  this  case  to  state 
them)  are  as  follows  : — *^  If  any  insolvent,  whose  estate  shall  be  sur- 
rendered or  adjudged  to  be  sequestrated  as  insolvent,  shall,  whether 
before  or  after  sequestration,  have  alienated,  transferred,  given,  sur- 
rendered, delivered,  mortgaged,  or  pledged,  or  have  embezzled,  concealed, 
retained,  or  removed,  any  part  of  his  estate,  moneys,  or  effects,  to  the 
value  of  forty  shillings  at  any  one  time,  or  at  different  times  to  the 
value  of  ten  pounds,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors 
he  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  the  crime  of  fraudulent  insolvency,  and,  on 
conviction  thereof,  shall  suffer  transportation"  or  imprisonment,  for 
certain  periods  in  that  behalf  specified.  It  was  submitted  for  the 
prisoner,  that  this  enactment  only  renders  punishable  acts  of  alienation, 
delivery,  concealment,  or  removal,  <S^.,  by  a  person  who  is  insolvent 
(that  is,  in  circumstances  of  insolvency)  at  the  time.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  was  contended  that  the  words  '^any  insolvent''  were  used  as  desig- 
nating the  i^eraon,  and  not  the  state  of  circumstances,  of  the  debtor,  and 
that  any  debtor  who  should  have  fraudulently  removed  or  concealed 
property,  to  the  amount  specified,  before  sequestration  of  his  estate, 
whether  then  in  circumstances  of  insolvency  or  not,  would,  immediately 
upon  such  sequestration,  become  amenable  to  the  prescribed  punishment. 


1850. 


Regina 

V. 

Knight. 


584  SUPREME  COURT  CASES. 

1860.  Weliave  fully  considered  this  case,  and  after  consulting  the  authori- 

Reoina  ties,  and  referring  to  the  various  clauses  of  the  Act,  which  seemed  to  us 
Kniout  i^ore  or  less  to  bear  on  the  question,  we  have  finally  arrived  at  the 
St  h  C  1  co^^^^B^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  information  against  this  prisoner  must  be  sustained. 
The  words  of  the  section,  it  is  clear,  may  as  readily  be  applied  to  a 
removal,  alienation,  or  concealment,  accomplished  while  the  debtor  is 
solvent,  as  to  the  same  act  done  in  circumstances  of  insolvency.  Let  us 
then  consider  the  object  of  the  enactment,  which  is  obviously  the  preven- 
tion of  frauds  on  creditors,  by  the  abstraction  of  property  at  any  time 
to  their  injury.  That  object  can  only  be  effectually  attained  by  including 
every  such  act,  whatever  may  then  have  been  the  debtor's  circumstances. 
A  solvent  man,  we  may  adaiit,  will  be  less  likely  to  commit  such  a  fraud 
than  one  suffering  under  embarrassments  ;  but,  if  committed,  the  conse- 
quences to  the  creditor  in  cither  case  would  be  the  same.  By  paying  his 
debts  the  former  might  be  reduced  to  the  same  poverty  as  if  insolvent. 
By  transferring  a  thousand  pounds'  worth  of  property  to  an  accomplice 
he  may  secure  that  amount  for  his  own  use  ;  and  an  insolvent  man,  by 
the  same  act,  could  do  no  more.  The  insolvent  man  might  do  it  simply 
to  serve  himself;  the  solvent  man,  rendering  himself  insolvent  by  the 
process,  might  do  it  to  spite  a  particular  creditor.  But  in  either  case, 
as  the  injury  is  equal,  so  in  its  essence  is  the  crime.  The  test  of  the 
offence  is  the  intent  to  defraud  creditora  If  there  be  no  creditor  there 
clearly  can  be  no  crime.  In  like  manner,  if  the  debtor  do  not  become  an 
Insolvent,  the  law,  which  was  passed  only  to  affect  persons  answering 
that  description  will  not  affect  him.  But  if  he  be  "  an  Insolvent,"  and 
if  he  shall  have  abstracted  or  concealed  property  at  any  time  while 
indebted,  with  intent  to  defraud  any  such  ci*editors  or  creditor,  we  think 
that,  since  the  words  of  the  law  embrace  the  fraud,  they  ought  not  to  be 
restrained  from  embracing  it,  merely  because  he  was,  in  point  of  fact, 
solvent  at  the  time  of  such  fraud.  The  enactment  does  not  say  that  the 
debtor  must  then  have  been  insolvent ;  and,  as  we  conceive,  there  was 
no  reason  for  suoh  a  provision.  On  no  principle,  then,  could  the  con- 
struction contended  for  by  the  prisoner  be  adopted. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  observe  that  Courts  are  not  to  narrow  the 
construction  of  penal  any  more  than  of  other  statutes.  In  the  language 
of  Mr.  Justice  Buller,  in  IIodneU*8  case,  "  We  are  to  look  to  the  words 
in  the  first  instance  ;  and,  where  they  are  plain,  to  decide  on  them.  If 
they  be  doubtful  we  are  then  to  have  recourse  to  the  subject-matter." 
(4)  1  T.R.  96.   "  In  construing  penal  statutes,  we  must  not,  by  refining, 

(4)  1  T.R,  96. 
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defeat  the  obvious  intent  of  the  legislature."  (5)     All  that  appears  to  be        1850. 
meant^  therefore,  by  the  rule  that  penal  statutes  receive  a  strict  construe-      Regina 
tion  is  this,  that  they  shall  in  no  case  be  extended  beyond  the  words  by     kj^^^- 
what  in  civil  cases  would  be  called  an  equitable  construction.     And  yet, 
in  respect  of  penal  as  well  as  other  statutes,  the  word  "  master  "  has 
been  holden  equally  to  mean  a  '*  mistress,''  although  this  went  to  create 
a  treason.  (6) 

The  only  question,  therefore,  in  this  case  is  ^*  what  is  the  meaning  of 
the  words  used."  And  it  appears  to  us  that  the  words  "  any  Insolvent  " 
in  s.  73  mean,  naturally,  if  not  necessarily,  a  person  whose  estate  has 
been  sequestrated.  They  cannot  mean  merely  a  person  who  was  or  is 
in  circumstances  of  insolvency.  It  is  clear  that  such  a  person  (unless 
he  has  also  been  declared  insolvent,  or  adjudged  to  have  committed  an 
act  of  insolvency)  would  not  be  within  the  enactment.  The  word  "insol- 
vent," used  as  adjective,  may  relate  either  to  the  person,  or  the  circum- 
stances of  the  person,  according  to  t!ie  context.  But  when  used  as  a  sub- 
stantive, as  in  s,  73  it  plainly  is,  it  is  a  term  descriptive  necessarily  of 
the  person  only.  We  talk  of  a  debtor  as  insolvent,  when  we  mean  that 
bis  assets  will  not  equal  the  demands  on  them.  But  every  one  who 
speaks  of  an  Insolvent  means  a  debtor  whose  estate  is  (m  common 
parlance)  in  the  Insolvent  Court.  The  position  maintained  for  the 
prisoner,  however,  is  that  he  must  not  only  be  an  Insolvent,  in  this  its 
ordinary  sense,  but  also  have  been  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  fraud.  If 
this  construction  be  adopted,  the  word  will  be  treated  both  as  an  adjec- 
tive and  a  substantive,  at  one  and  the  same  time ;  and,  in  effect,  new 
words  will  be  introduced  into  the  enactment.  The  case  of  Etx  v,  Jones 
(7)  was  cited  as  an  authority.  But  all  which  that  case  decides  is  that 
the  words  "  such  bankrupt "  in  a  similar  enactment  (the  6  Geo.  IV, 
c.  16,  s.  112)  meant  not  merely  a  person  adjudged  a  Bankrupt,  but 
legally  and  effectually  so  adjudged.  That  clearly  supplies  no  guide  on 
the  present  question.  The  case  would  have  been  in  point,  had  it 
decided  that  the  words  meant  a  person  who  had  at  the  time  of  the 
fraud  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  In  the  English  statute,  a  debtor 
whose  estate  is  duly  sequestrated  is  termed  a  Bankrupt.  In  our  law, 
framed  (for  the  most  part)  on  the  same  principles,  he  is  called  an  Insol- 
vent. In  both  the  term  is  an  arbitrary  one,  meaning  substantially  the 
same  thing.  But  the  arbitrary  and  technical  meaning  in  our  Act  is  not 
to  be  confounded  with  the  ordinary  or  popular  one,  merely  because  the 
same  word  may  be  used  to  express  both. 

(5)  Dwar  k  Am.  on  Statutes,  635.       (6)  Plowden  88.      (7)  5  B.  &  Ad.  342. 
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1850.  There  are  other  reaaons  for  holding  that  the  inaolvencj  of  the  debtor, 

Bbqika  ^  ^^  ^une  of  the  remoral  or  cenoealment^  is  not  a  necessary  ingredient 
^J^  in  1>he  offence.  From  the  clauses  relating  to  Oompnlsory  Seqaestration 
(which  are  analogous  to  similar  provisions  in  the  Bankruptcy  Acts)  it  is 
clear  that  a  debtor  may  be  made  an  Insolvent  by  committing  oa  ad  of 
insolvency y  although  he  may  never  have  been  insolvent  at  any  time.  Yet 
it  is  equally  clear  that  the  enactment  in  s.  73,  if  his  estate  have  been 
duly  sequestrated,  will  extend  to  such  a  person.  By  the  express  terms 
of  the  section,  every  Insolvent  is  within  it  whose  estate  shall  either  have 
been  "  surrendered  "  or  have  been  **  adjudged  to  be  sequestrated.**  No 
one  will  contend  that  if  an  "  act  of  insolvency  "  has  been  committed  by  a 
debtor,  his  actual  solvency  any  moi*e  than  the  solvency  of  a  debtor  in 
England,  who  being  also  a  trader,  hastsommitted  an  ''act  of  bankruptcy" 
there,  could  be  set  up  as  a  bar  to  the  sequestration.  Consequently,  if 
never  insolvent  such  a  debtor  would  (according  to  the  construction 
contended  for)  be  out  of  the  provisions  of  s.  73  altogether.  For,  what- 
ever the  meaning  of  the  words  "  any  Insolvent "  in  the  first  portion  of 
the  clause,  the  same  must  be  their  meaning  in  every  other  part ;  the 
word  *'such"  being  always  subsequently  introduced,  throughout  the 
section.  But,  as  to  the  offences  mentioned  in  the  latter  part  of  the  en- 
actment, t?iey  at  any  rate  have  no  reference  to  the  debtor's  circumstances ; 
and  yet,  if  the  word  "Insolvent"  there  includes  every  person  whose  estate 
is  sequestrated,  why  should  it  bear  a  more  restricted  meaning  in  the  first 
portion  1  Lastly,  however,  if  we  adopt  the  meaning  contended  for,  by 
reading  the  words  "  any  Insolvent "  as  equivalent  to  the  words  **  any 
person  being  insolvent,"  the  time  to  which  the  enactment  has  relation  is 
still,  or  may  be,  according  to  the  grammatical  construction,  a  time  ante- 
cedent So  that,  after  all,  the  debtor  need  not  be  insolvent  at  the  time  of 
the  fraud  committed;  which,  however,  was  the  point  to  be  demonstrated. 

We  may  add  that^  so  far  as  we  can  discover,  the  word  "  Insolvent " 
— ^used  as  a  substantive — is,  throughout  the  Act,  invariably  used  as  in- 
dicating, simply,  the  person  of  a  debtor,  whose  estate  has  been,  or  is 
sought  to  be  sequestrated ;  without  regard  to  the  fact  of  insolvency  at 
any  time,  or  at  all  events,  at  the  time  referred  to  in  the  enactment  We 
may  mention,  for  instance,  sections  3,  12,  37,  46,  70,  and  84,  and  parti- 
cularly the  3rd;  in  which  the  term  is  applied  to  a  debtor  seeking  seques- 
tration, although,  at  the  time,  the  fact  of  his  insolvency  is  supposed  to 
be  not  only  unknown,  but  is  a  matter  of  specific  question  and  enquiry. 

Informatian  sustained. 
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In  re  BIBBBBJ).  (1)  1850. 

In  re  WHITTAKER.  ApHl9, 

Recognizance— Ettreal—FidJUMm  surety.  S^dKwiow  J^ 

EecognizanceSy  entered  into  before  a  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court,  exercising  a      Tkerry  J. 
diBcretion,  are  valid,  notwithstanding  they  oontiun  a  clause,  authorising  the  Attor- 
ney-General to  appoint  another  time  and  place  than  those  actually  specified  in 
them. 

On  its  appearing  that  the  address  given  by  a  surety  was  fictitious,  the  Court 
ordered  an  alias  summons  to  issue. 

Iv  ihcBQ  matters,  Eibherd  and  WhiMetker  were  sureties  for  the  appearance 
of  a  Mrs.  C  8,  Hughes  UalUtt^  to  take  her  trial.  She  not  appearing 
the  sureties'  recognizances  were  estreated,  which  fact  was  now  certified 
to  the  Court  by  the  Frothonolart/.  A  question  having  arisen  as  to 
"wbether  the  recognizances  were  good,  containing  as  they  did,  a  clause 
empowering  the  Attomey-Creneral  to  appoint  a  time  and  place,  other 
than  that  mentioned,  and  whether  the  sureties'  liability  was  affected 
thereby,  the  point  was  reserved. 

In  regard  to  WhUtaJcery  the  Atiomey-General  said  it  had  been  reported 
to  him  by  the  Sheriff's  officer,  that  though  this  person  had  described  him- 
self as  a  baker,  living  in  Phillip-street,  it  turned  out  that  no  such  person 
lived  there. 

The  Chief  Justice  said,  that  all  that  could  be  done  at  present  in  this 
case  was  to  issue  an  alias  writ  of  summons.  If  the  party  should  be 
fictitious,  and  if  the  perpetrators  of  the  fraud  could  be  discovered,  he 
vould  be  liable  to  punishment.  If  the  attorney  had  been  guilty  of  negli- 
gence in  the  matter,  then  the  Attorney-General  might  make  another 
application  against  him  to  the  Court. 

On  the  following  day  the  Court  delivered  judgment  on  the  point 
reserved. 

Their  Honobs  were  all  of  opinion,  having  looked  into  the  forms,  that 
the  recognizances  having  been  entered  into  before  a  Judge  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  exercising  a  discretion,  were  valid,  notwitiistanding  they  con- 
tained a  clause  authorising  the  Attorney-General  to  appoint  another  time 
and  place  than  those  actually  specified  in  them.  As  to  whether  recog- 
nizances, in  that  form,  entered  into  before  the  magistrates,  would  be  valid^ 
their  Honors  refrained  from  giving  any  opinion. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald^  April  0  and  10,  1851 
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.     1850. 

April  H, 

Stephen  C.J. 

Dickhxaon  J. 

and 

Therry  J. 


REGINA  V.  EG  AN.  (1) 

Mandamxis— Boxing  match— Informer — 9  Oeo,  IV,  Ko.  14,  $,  I— Licensed 

enUrtainment. 

An  entertainment,  in  the  nature  of  a  boxing  match,  in  a  private  house,  to  which 
admission  is  charged,  is  within  the  Act,  9  Geo.  IV,  No.  14,  s.  1. 

An  information  may  be  laid  by  a  Police  OflScer,  or  any  other  person,  in  matters 
where  the  public  is  concerned. 


In  this  case  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained,  calling  upon  the  defendants, 
magistrates,  to  show  cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  go  against 
them  to  compel  them  to  hear  an  information  against  one  HtUUy  for  giving 
an  entertainment,  in  the  nature  of  a  boxing  match,  in  his  house,  without 
a  license  in  that  behalf,  and  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  9  Geo.  IV, 
No.  14.  The  magistrates  had  refused  to  entertain  the  information,  on 
the  ground  that  it  did  not  come  within  the  Act. 

The  Solicitor-General  now  moved  to  malce  the  rule  absolute,  contending 
that  a  boxing  match,  to  see  which  a  party  was  charged  2s.  Gd.,  came 
clearly  within  the  objects  and  provisions  of  the  Act. 

No  one  appeared  to  show  cause,  but  Foster^  as  amicus  curia},  suggested 
that  Inspector  Wearing,  the  prosecutor,  was  not  the  proper  party  to  put 
the  magistrates  in  motion. 

Their  Honors  now  decided  as  they  had  done  before  in  the  case  of  the 
Queen  v.  Innis  (2)  some  time  since,  that  where  the  public  is  concerned 
by  the  offence  committed,  then  any  one  may  give  the  necessary  informa- 
tion ;  but  where  private  persons  are  only  injured,  the  penalty  only  going 
to  them,  they  only  can  be  informers  in  that  behalf.  Their  Honors  further 
decided,  that  the  offence  mentioned  in  the  information  was  clearly  within 
the  words  and  meaning  of  the  section  recited. 

Rule  absolute, 

(1)  The  Sydney  Moiming  Herald,  April  9,  1850.  (2)  The  Sydney  Morning 

Herald,  July  17,  20,  and  26,  1849. 
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DOE  dem.  M»CABE  v.  STUBBS.  (1)  1850. 


New  trial — Agreement  of  Counsel. 

Stephen  C,J. 

Where  counsel  agreed  that  the  facts  should  be  found  by  the  jury,  and  the  verdict  ^*<^^*«^J'*  J- 
thereon  be  determined  by  the  Full  Court,  ?ield  defendant  could  not  move  for  a      Therrv  J 
new  trial.     {Per  the  C/«y  Justice  and  Dickinson,  J.,  Therry,  J.  dissentients). 

Ik  the  coarse  of  the  trial  of  this  case  it  was  agreed  on  either  side,  that 
the  jury  should  find  certain  facts,  and  then  that  upon  the  evidence,  and 
upon  those  facts  so  found,  the  Full  Court  was  to  determine  which  way 
the  verdict  should  be  entered.  The  jury  found  all  the  facts  against  the 
defendant,  and  a  verdict  pro  formd  was  entered  then  for  the  plaintiff. 
Notwithstanding  this  the  defendants  filed  a  notice  for  a  new  trial. 

Foster  and  Fisher^  for  the  defendant,  moved  for  a  new  trial  (the 
evidence  having  been  read).  The  agreement  at  the  trial  ought  not  to 
be  held  of  that  binding  force,  so  as  to  preclude  the  defendant  from 
moving  for  a  new  trial,  as  the  jury  had  found  some  of  the  facts  contrary 
to  the  evidence,  and  to  the  surprise  of  both  side^s.  Such  was  not  in  the 
contemplation  of  either  party.  A  waiver  of  the  right  to  move  could  not 
be  implied  from  the  terms  of  the  agreement. 

Broadhurst,  contra. 

The  Chief  Justice  said,  that  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  in  this  case 
was  a  violation  of  the  teims  of  the  agreement.  It  may  be  that  the 
result  that  has  happened  was  never  contemplated  by  either  party  ;  the 
agreement  was  a  most  improvident  one,  and  he  for  one  would  not  say 
that  in  all  cases  where  an  improvident  agreement  had  been  entered  into 
in  the  haste  and  course  of  the  trial,  that  there  was  no  power  in  the  Court 
to  relieve  a  party  from  his  position,  the  more  especially  as  it  might  turn 
out,  if  such  were  not  done,  the  ends  of  justice  would  bo  frustrated. 
That  there  was  such  a  power  was  consistent  with  common-sense,  so  that 
if  this  case  were  other  than  an  action  of  ejectment,  which  is  not  final, 
said  His  Honor,  he  was  of  opinion,  considering  the  result  of  the  finding, 
that  a  new  trial  ought  to  be  granted  on  payment  of  costs.  But  as  the 
action  is  an  action  of  ejectment,  it  is  better  to  abide  strictly  by  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  and  refuse  to  hear  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  as  being 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  15,  1850. 


^^  8UPRIME  COUBT  CASES. 

ISoO.        in  violation  of  it.     It  was  better  in  all  cases  to  adhere  to  an  agreement 
Doe        solemnly  entered  into,  unless  indeed,  as  he  thought,  it  was  manifest  if 
M*Cabk     ®^°^  ^  course  were  pursued  justice  would  irrevocably  be  defeated. 

Stubbs.  Dickinson,  J.,  was  of  opinion,  that  the  Court  ought  not  to  entertain 

Si€p?ienC,J.  ^  motion  for  a  new  trial,  simply  because  it  was  in  direct  violation  of  the 
agreement  entered  into  at  the  trial. 

Therry,  J.,  stated,  that  he  regretted  he  could  not  concur  in  the 
judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  Court.  He  did  not  think  when  the 
defendants'  counsel  entered  into  the  agreement  at  the  trial,  he  intended 
to  abandon  his  right  to  move  for  a  now  trial.  The  agreement  appeared 
to  have  been  entered  into  in  anticipation  that  some  points  may  have 
been  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  some  for  the  defendanta  All  the 
points,  however,  being  found  one  way,  the  interference  of  the  Court 
either  became  unnecessary  altogether,  or  could  only  be  exercised  as  a 
matter  of  course  by  entering  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Substantially, 
then,  the  result  is  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  And  if  the  verdict  be  not 
regarded  as  a  special  verdict,  which  it  was  not,  and  as  there  were  no 
words  in  the  agreement  that  amounted  to  a  waiver  of  a  right  to  movo 
for  a  new  trial,  or  that  excluded  the  right  to  move  for  one,  he  saw  no 
substantial  reason  why  the  dissatisfied  party  should  not  be  allowed  to 
apply  for  a  new  trial,  as  in  an  ordinary  case. 

Entry  of  verdict /or  the  plaintiff  orthred. 
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REGINA  V.  BRUCE.  (1)  1850. 

Right  of  Reply  by  the  Oqtcn. 


April  19. 


Stephen  C.J, 
Dickinson  J. 

The  Crown  has  the  right  of  reply,  although  no  witnessea  have  been  called,  and     mi^^     -r 
the  jury  has  not  been  addressed,  by  the  prisoner's  counsel.     (Per  the  Chief  Justice        "^'"^    • 
and  Therry,  J.,  Dickinson,  J.,  dissenliente,) 

Special  case,  in  which  the  point  raised  was  whether,  at  a  trial  of  a 
criminal  nature,  the  Attorney-Qencral,  or  those  prosecuting  on  his  behalf, 
had  the  right,  though  the  prisoner's  counsel  did  not  call  witnesses,  or 
even  address  the  jury,  but  simply  cross-examined  the  witnesses,  to  again 
address  the  jury  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  by  way  of  reply. 

Ilolroyd,  for  the  prisoner,  cited  the  King  v.  Ma/rsden  (2) ;  and  the 
Qiieen  v.  Gardner  (3). 

The  Attorney-General  relied  on  the  practice  of  the  Court. 

The  Chief  Justice  said  he  could  not  see  any  reason  why,  according  to 
the  cases  cited,  the  Solicitor-General  had  not  in  this  instance  the  right 
to  reply.  It  may  be  difficult  to  assign  any  principle  for  this  right, 
except  that  it  was  accorded,  because  as  the  Attorney -General  prosecuted 
on  the  part  of  the  colony  at  large,  he  should  be  clothed  with  that  right 
to  prevent  justice  from  being  defeated  by  some  error,  <Ssc.,  that  may  have 
occurred  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  and  which  ought  to  be  explained  and 
set  right.  That  privilege  had  been  generally  acquiesced  in,  and  no  case 
to-day  had  been  cited  to  take  the  one  in  question  out  of  the  operation 
and  effect  of  that  privilege. 

Dickinson,  J.,  said  he  did  not  concur  in  the  above  judgment 
Regarding  civil  suits  between  subject  and  subject,  the  privilege  did  not 
exist  for  the  plaintiff's  counsel  to  reply  where  no  evidence  was  offered 
for  the  defendant ;  in  criminal  cases,  however,  a  greater  privilege  was 
extended  to  those  representing  the  Crown,  because  they  could  reply,  as 
the  cases  cited  proved,  even  where  no  evidence  was  given  on  the  part  of 
the  prisoner.  No  case  had  been  cited  warranting  the  extension  of  that 
privilege,  as  now  asked  for,  and  he  felt  very  unwilling  to  do  so. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  20,  1850.        (2)  Moo.  k  Malk,  439. 

(3)  1  C.  &  Kir.  628. 
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Therry,  J.,  said  he  was  of  opinion  that  those  prosecating  on  the 
part  of  the  Crown  had  the  right  or  prerogative  to  address  the  jury,  even 
although  no  speech  were  made  for  the  defence,  and  no  evidence  called. 
He  could  well  imagine  that  a  skilful  cross-examination  of  the  witnesses 
for  the  Crown  might  be  m  effective,  if  not  more  so,  towards  an  acquittal, 
as  if  a  speech  had  been  made,  and  the  effect  eo  produced  might  require 
explanation  on  the  part  of.  the  Crown. 

Conviction  sttstainecL 
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REGINA  V,  CLARKSON.  (1)  1850. 


Exhumation  of  Body^Coroner,  ^P^^  ^' 

r^.     c  ^  V  .  Stephen  C.J, 

The  Supreme  Court  has  junsdiction  to  order  the  exhumation  of  a  body,  for  the   X>ickhiso7i  J. 

purpose  of  a  post  mortefn  examination,  although  an  inquest  has  already  been  held.  and 

Therry  J. 

In  this  matter  the  Attorney -General  moved  that  permission  be  granted 
by  the  Court  for  the  exhumation  of  the  body  of  the  late  Jemima  Clarksorij 
as  there  was  some  doubt  whether  the  Coroner  had  power  to  order  the 
same.     Two  inquests  had  ah*eady  been  held. 

The  Attorney-General  said  he  did  not  wish  a  fresli  inquisition,  but 
merely  for  fresh  evidence,  to  clear  up  all  doubts  as  to  the  guilb  or 
innocence  of  the  prisoner.  Ho  moved  that  the  Court  grant  the  leave, 
and  order  the  inquisition  to  be  quashed.  Ilawhin^a  Practice,  Grahj  and 
Scotland's  Practice;  Rex  v.  Saunders  (2);  Heg.  r.  Clerk  (3);  hi  re 
Culley  (4). 

TheCuiEF  Justice  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court — after  taking 
time  to  consider. 

His  Honor  said,  in  ordinary  cases,  the  Court  would  order  the  Sheiiff 
to  carry  out  any  order  of  the  Court.  However,  without  disclaiming 
jurisdiction  but  without  asserting  it  over  the  Coroner,  they  would  order 
the  Coroner  in  this  instance,  as  being  a  party  to  the  application,  to  carry 
out  the  order  the  Court  intended  to  make.  From  the  cases  cited,  it  was 
plain,  this  Court  being  the  grand  conservators  of  the  peace,  and  as 
sovereign  coroners  of  the  colony  had  the  power  to  grant  the  order  as 
asked,  for  the  ends  of  public  justice,  and  that  criminal  justice  be  done. 
The  order  would  be,  that  the  body  be  exhumed  ;  as  soon  as  the  examina- 
tion is  completed  (which  ought  to  take  place  as  near  to  the  burial  ground 
as  possible  for  obvious  reasons)  the  body  be  immediately  reinterred. 
Seeing  that  the  Coroner  is  now  fwnctua  officio^  and  that  the  magistrates 
not  having  initiated  the  enquiry,  would  have  no  jurisdiction,  the  Court 
would  make  no  order  as  to  how  the  examinations  of  the  chemists  should 
take  place.  This  they  would  leave  to  the  Attorney-General  to  conduct 
as  he  might  think  proper — he,  they  thought,  had  the  power  to  call  the 
parties  before  him  and  examine  them.  But  if  he  declined  that  course 
thinking  he  had  not  the  power,  there  was  another  course  left — viz.,  for 
those  persons  to  make  a  solemn  declaration  as  to  the  information  they 

may  have  gathered. 

Order  accorditigly, 

(1)  The  Sjdney  Morning  Herald,  April  26,  1850.        (2)  1  Strange  167. 
(3)  1  Salkeld  377.         (4)  2  N.  and  M.  61. 
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SMITH  V.  NASH.  (1) 

Slander — Demurrer — Surplutage — Privilege  o/tnineaB — Reasonable  and  probable 

cause — Express  malice, 

A  declaration  on  a  verbal  slander  was  resolvable  into  the  following  three  aver* 
ments  :— let.  That  the  defendant  maliciously  said  of  the  plaintiff,  that  he  wonid 
not  take  the  plaintiff's  word  on  oath.  2nd.  That  the  defendant  said  so  daring  » 
trial,  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  a  witness.  3rd.  That  the  defendant  said  those 
words  in  certain  evidence  upon  that  trial,  which  he  spontaneously,  officiously,  and 
maliciously  gave.  The  defendant  demurred  on  the  ground,  that  an  action  would 
not  lie  for  defamation  under  the  circumstances  alleged ;  that  it  ought  to  have  been 
alleged  that  the  words  were  used  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause;  and  that 
it  ought  to  have  been  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  actuated  by  express  malice. 

Heldf  the  declaration  would  have  been  good,  by  the. Act,  11  Vic,  No.  13,  had  it 
merely  set  forth  the  words  complained  of,  and  was  not  vitiated  by  the  statement 
of  the  manner  and  occasion  of  the  defamation,  which  were  merely  surplusage,  and 
no  ground  for  a  demurrer.  [Note  to  Hodgson  v.  Scarlett  (2)  dissented  from.]  A 
malicious  defamation  is  not  absolutely  privileged  by  being  published  in  a  Court 
of  Justice. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

Dickinson,  J.  The  question  in  this  case  comes  before  us  on  demurrer 
to  the  Ist  count  of  the  declaration,  which  is  for  verbal  slander,  founded 
on  the  Act,  11  Yic,  No.  13,  s.  1. 

The  count  states  that  after  the  passing  of  the  said  Act,  and  before 
the  speaking  of  the  words,  the  plaintiff  had  been  examined  as  a  witness 
for  the  Crown,  upon  the  trial  of  one  Mary  Douglass^  for  felony,  in  the 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  ;  and  that  he  then  gave  just  and  true  evidence. 
Yet  the  defendant,  in  certain  evidence  which  he  spontaneously,  ofiGiciously, 
and  maliciously  tendered  and  gave  to  the  said  Court,  upon  the  said  trial, 
of  and  concerning  the  plaintifiP,  and  the  evidence  so  given,  falsely  and 
maliciously  spoke  and  published  concerning  the  plaintiff  and  the  evidence 
so  given,  the  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  and  defamatory  words  follow- 
ing :  that  is  to  say,  ^^  I  (meaning  himself,  the  defendant)  would  not  take 
Henry  Smithes  (meaning  the  plaintiff's)  word  upon  oath." 

The  grounds  of  demurrer  stated  in  the  margin,  were  the  following  : — 
That  an  action  would  not  lie  against  an  individual,  for  uttering  matter 

(1)  Tlie  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  27,  July  10,  1850. 

(2)  1  B.  and  Aid.  246. 
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defamatory  of  another  under  the  ciroumstances  stated,  and  that  it  ought  1850. 
to  have  been  alleged  that  the  defendant  used  the  language  imputed  to  Staru 
him,  without  having  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  such  evidence  ^- 

as  he  is  charged  with  having  given ;  and  that  it  ought  to  have  been 
alleged  that  the  defendant,  in  giving  his  said  evidence,  was  actuated  by 
express  malice. 

The  case  was  argued  by  Mr.  Broadhurst  for  the  defendant,  and  by 
the  Solicitor-General  for  the  plaintiff.  The  following  cases  and  authori- 
ties were  cited  :  Starkie  on  Slander^  242,  244  ;  Asthy  v.  Yourtge  (3) ; 
Hodgson  v.  Scarlett  (4) ;  Hearne  v.  Stowell  (5)  ;  and  Johnson  v.  Evans  (6). 

We  have  considered  this  case,  and  have  consulted  the  authorities 
cited.  The  statement  in  the  count  demurred  to  may  be  resolved  into 
three  averments : — 1st  That  the  defendant  maliciously  said  of  the 
plaintiff,  ''  I  would  not  take  Henry  SmitKs  word  on  oath.''  2nd.  That 
the  defendant  said  so  during  a  trial,  in  which  the'plaintiffwas  a  witness. 
3rd.  That  the  defendant  said  those  words,  in  certain  evidence  upon  that 
trial,  which  he  spontaneously,  officiously,  and  maliciously  gava  The 
first  of  these  we  consider  to  be  a  statement  of  a  primd  /acie  cause  of 
action ;  the  second  to  be  evidence  in  destruction  of  that  right ;  the  third 
as  matter  in  rebuttal  of  the  second,  and  in  support  of  the  first. 

By  the  common  law  the  words  complained  of,  being  expressive  only 
of  the  defendant's  disparaging  opinion  of  the  plaintiff's  veracity,  and  not 
imputing  that  the  latter  had  actually  committed  perjury  would  not  under 
any  circumstances  have  been  actionable,  unless  the  plaintiff  had  sustained 
some  special  injury  from  their  utterance.  The  Colonial  Act,  however, 
by  subjecting  oral  to  the  same  liability  as  that  which  was  by  common 
law  attached  to  written  defamation,  has  rendered  such  words  actionable 
(unl«.a  spoken  under  special  circumBtancea)  inasmuch  as  they  are  clearly 
injurious  to  the  plaintiff's  character. 

We  have  considered  with  great  attention  the  argument  of  Mr.  Broad- 
hurst, that  the  declaration  should  have  alleged,  that  the  defendant  spoke 
the  defamatory  words  without  reasouable  or  probable  cause.  We  have 
examined  particularly  the  note  to  the  case  of  Hodgson  v,  Scarlett^  ancL 
the  authorities  therein  cited,  to  which  he  directed  our  attention.  Had 
the  first  count  of  the  declaration  merely  stated  that  the  defendant 
maliciously  said  of  the  plaintiff,  "  I  would  not  take  Henry  Smith's 
word  on  oath,"  it  would  have  disclosed  a  good  primd  facie  cause  of 

(3)  2  Burr.  807.  (4)  1  B.  &  Aid.  246,  note  and  cases  there. 

(5)  12  Ad.  &  El.  730.  (6)  3  Esp.  33. 
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1860.  action.  For  to  maintain  a  declaration  for  a  Tort,  the  plaintiff  must 
Smith  show  that  the  defendant  was  a  wrong-doer,  that  is,  that  he  committ^ 
^,*^"  such  an  act,  as  in  itself,  in  the  absence  of  any  explanation  from  him, 

Xi  ASH  w         * 

evinces  that  he  was  malo  animo  actuated  in  the  transaction.  Now, 
defamation  is  an  act  apparently  so  wrongful,  as  in  itself  to  raise  (that 
immediate  presumption  of  express  ill-will  which  constitutes  the  implica- 
tion of)  legal  malice,  or,  as  it  is  otherwise  called,  malice  in  law.  But^ 
on  the  other  hand,  a  prosecution  is  apparently  so  meritorious,  that  the 
legal  implication  of  malice  cannot  arise  from  the  statement  of  its  exist- 
ence, unless  it  is  also  averred  that  the  prosecution  was  commenced  with- 
out any  probable  cause  for  its  instigation.  Hence  the  necessity  for  the 
averment  of  want  of  probable  cause  in  a  declaration  for  a  malicious 
prosecution,  affords  no  argument  for  the  same  averment  in  a  declaration 
for  defamation.  Being  then  of  opinion,  that  the  first  count  of  the 
declaration  would  have  been  good  by  virtue  of  the  local  Act,  had  it 
merely  set  forth  the  words  complained  of,  we  farther  think  that  it  is 
not  vitiated  by  the  statement  of  the  manner  and  occasion  of  the  defama- 
tion. For  being  unnecessary  to  the  declaration,  they  are  merely  sur- 
plusage, which  is  no  ground  for  a  demurrer. 

We   think   that   there   is  nothing   in  the  authorities  cited   in   the 
note  to  Hodgson  v.  Scarlett,  to  make  us  distrustful  of  the  opinion  we 
have  expressed,  on  the  validity  of  the  iirst  count  of  the  declaration  in 
this  respect.     For  the  question  now  before  us  is  not  the  value  of  express 
^     malice,  and  of  want  of  probable  cause,  as  ingredients  in  this  action, 
but  whether  averments  of  their  existence  are  material  to  the  said  first 
count.     Of  the  four  cases  cited  in  the  note  to  Hodgson  v.  Scarlett,  two 
of  them  {Johthstotie  v.  Sutton  and  Beaiichamp  v.  Crofi)  were  actions  for 
malicious  prosecutions ;  to  which,  as  we  have  shown,  the  absence  of 
probable  cause  was  indispensable.     Another,  Asiley  v.  Young,  was  for  a 
"  false  and  malicious  libel,''  contained  in  an  affidavit ;  which  complaint 
the  defendant  confessed  and  avoided  by  a  plea,  which  stated,  "  that  he 
made  the  affidavit  in  his  own  defence  in  the  course  of  justice."     To  this 
plea  there  was  a  demurrer,  and  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff 
With  due  submission,  we  cannot  agree  with  the  learned  annotators, 
"  that  this  is  a  strong  authority  to  show,  that  an  action  as  for  defama- 
tion, although  the  words  were  maliciously  spoken  or  written,  does  not 
lie,  when  they  are  spoken  in  a  Court  of  Justice."     For  the  only  malice 
confessed  by  the  plea  in  that  case  was  the  malice  in  law,  which  was  neces- 
sarily implied  from  the  words  complained  of,  and  which  need  not  have 
been  stated  in  the  declaration  at  all,  to  strengthen  its  validity  in  point 
of  substance.     The  other  case  was  that  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Holroyd^ 
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from  RolUs  Abridgment.     It  was  an  action  on  the  case  in  which  the        1850. 


plaintiff  declared  that  the  defendant  falsely  and  maliciously  swore  in  a       Smith 
Court  of  Justice,  about  an  affidavit  made  by  the  plaintiff,  *^  There  is  not  v- 

a  word  true  in  that  affidavit,  and  I  will  prove  it  by  forty  witnesses."    It  ' 

was  holden  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  action  was  not  maintainable; 
for  this  reason,  "  that  the  defendant  spoke  of  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  as 
he  did,  in  a  legal  way,  and  in  self-defence."  Now,  the  question  con- 
sidered by  the  Judges  in  that  case,  for  all  that  appears  by  the  report, 
may  have  been,  not  whether  the  declaration  was  vitiated  by  prematurely 
alleging  certain  matters  of  defence,  but  whether  such  facts  as  were 
therein  set  forth  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  judgment.  In  that  case  it 
appeared  on  the  pleadings  that  the  defendant  spoke  the  words  on  a  jus- 
tifiable occasion,  and  there  was  nothing  on  record  to  show  that  they 
were  spoken  with  express  malice.  In  that  case  the  Court  may  have 
considered  the  facts  stated  merely  in  respect  to  their  materiality  to  the 
action  rather  than  to  the  declaration,  to  which  distinction  their  attention 
may  not  have  been  directed.  We  cannot  conceive  that  the  Court  intended 
in  that  case  to  lay  down  the  rule  that  the  mere  speaking  in  a  Court  of 
Justice,  however  malicious  in  fact,  is  a  sufficient  excuse  for  a  gross 
slander ;  for  then  the  justification  would  have  been  complete,  however 
destitute  the  defendant  might  have  been  of  probable  cause  for  his  obser- 
vation. All  that  they  could  have  meant  was  that  the  plaintiff  on  the 
record  before  them  had  stated  nothing  to  rebut  that  absence  of  malice 
which  was  implied  by  law  in  favour  of  the  defendant  from  the  occasion 
of  his  speaking,  as  shown  on  the  record.  And  we  therefore  cannot  agree 
with  the  Reporters  of  1  B.  and  Aid :  "  that  this  case  from  Bolle  shows 
that  words,  although  false  and  malicious,  if  spoken  in  a  Court  of  Justice, 
are  not  the  subject  of  an  action  of  slander."  For  the  words  falsely  and 
maliciously  being,  in  a  declaration,  mere  matters  of  legal  intendment 
and  implication,  are  not  necessary  to  make  a  count  good  in  substance, 
as  appears  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  Rolle  C.  J.  in  a  case  in  Styles, 
According  to  that  authority,  the  absence  of  the  allegations  of  falsehood 
and  malice  in  a  declaration  for  defamation  is  merely  informal ;  inasmuch 
as  we  think  the  omission  curable  by  pleading  over,  and  not  by  verdict 
(as  suggested  at  p.  242  of  1  Vghn,  Wms,  Saund.),  which  can  only  obviate 
the  omission  in  the  declaration  of  a  substantial  fact,  when  it  contains 
words  sufficiently  general  for  a  reasonable  intendment,  that  the  omission 
must  have  been  supplied  at  the  trial,  to  warrant  the  verdict  on  the 
record  ;  and,  independently  of  the  words  themselves,  there  are  none  in 
ordinary  declarations  for  slander  which  can  by  any  intendment  comprise 
the  words  ^^ falsely  and  maliciously,^^ 


V, 

Nask. 
Dickinwii  J. 
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1860.  For  the  foregoing  reasona  ive  consider  that  the  first  count  of  the 

^uvra       declaration  hefore  us  is  not  open  to  demurrer,  for  not  averring  that  the 

defendant  spoke  the  words  complained  of,  without  reasonable  or  probable 

cause. 

« 

In  dealing  with  the  objection,  that  the  first  count  should  have  alleged, 
that  the  defendant  spoke  the  words  without  probable  cause,  we  have 
anticipated  many  of  the  observations  which  are  applicable  to  the  argu- 
ment, that  the  declaration  ought  to  have  alleged  express  malice  in  the 
defendant's  speaking.  But  as  an  action  against  a  man,  for  what  he 
spoke  as  a  witness  in  a  court  of  justice  in,  as  far  as  we  can  ascertain,  of 
the  first  impression,  we  think  it  expedient  to  consider  the  objection  as 
to  the  absence  of  any  averment  of  express  malice,  with  the  same 
particularity  as  if  the  other  objection  had  not  been  made. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  first  count  is  not  defective  for  not  averring 
the  existence  of  express  nialice.  The  first  of  the  three  averments,  into 
which  we  have  resolved  the  first  count,  not  only  states  that  the  plaintiff 
apoke  the  words,  but  that  he  spoke  them  maliciously.  Now,  as  to  that, 
the  law  is  thus  distinctly  laid  down,  in  1  Vn.  Wfns,  SauncL,  p.  130,  note 
(d) :  "  The  existence  of  malice  is  not  a  question  for  the  jury  in  an 
ordinary  case  of  slander ;  for  the  law  implies  such  malice,  as  is  necessary 
to  maintain  the  action.  But  for  words  spoken,  or  libels  published,  con- 
fidentially, and  other  privileged  communications,  no  action  lies,  unless 
express  malice  can  be  proved,  or  inferred  from  the  circumstances  ;  and. 
the  question  of  malice  is  then  a  necessary  part  of  the  Jury's  inquiry. 
For  the  meaning,  in  law,  of  a  privileged  communication  is  a  communi- 
cation made  on  such  an  occasion  as  rebuts  the  prinid  facie  inference  of 
malice  arising  from  the  publication  of  matter  prejudicial  to  the  character 
of  the  plaintifi*,  and  throws  on  him  the  onica  of  proving  malice  in  fact, 
i.«.,  that  the  defendant  was  actuated  by  motives  of  personal  spite  or 
ill-will,  independent  of  the  occasion  on  which  the  communication  was 
mad& 

However,  we  think  that  the  first  count  is  not  defective,  for  not 
averring  the  existence  of  express  malice.  For,  as  the  whole  question  of 
nialice,  express  or  implied,  is  by  the  usual  course  of  pleading  to  be  con- 
sidered by  the  Judge  and  Jury  under  the  General  Issue,  it  can  only,  in 
the  instance  before  us,  be  considered  an  averment  essential  to  the  count, 
by  reason  of  the  occasion  of  the  speaking  therein  mentioned.  But  that 
statement  as  to  the  occasion  we  think  we  must  hold  as  viHuaUi^  non- 
existing  in  the  count  ;  for  otherwise  that  occasion  would,  by  this 
demurrer,  be  excluded  from  the  consideration  of  a  Jury  ;  which  would 


Nash. 
Diddiison  J. 
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be  repugnanfc  to  the  plain  intention  of  the  late  Act — hj  the  second  1850. 
section  of  which  it  is  enacted  **Tbat  on  the  trial  of  any  action  for  Smith 
defamatory  words,  not  imputing  an  indictable  offence,  it  shall  be  com- 
petent to  the  Jury,  under  the  plea  of  not  guUty,  to  consider  whether  the 
words  set  forth  in  the  declaration  were  spoken  on  an  occasion  when  the 
plaintiff's  character  was  likely  to  be  injured  thereby  ;  and  if  the  Jury 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  words  were  spoken  on  an  occasion  when 
the  plaintiff's  character  was  not  likely  to  be  injured  thereby,  to  find  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant."  Such  a  phrase  as  "  express  malice,"  more- 
over, as  far  as  we  are  aware,  is  unknown  to  pleading  language  ;  and,  if 
the  fact  itself  need  not  be  alleged,  its  defect  of  form  when  unnecessarily 
averred  cannot  be  a  matter  for  demurrer.  Bat,  says  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  has  himself  created  the  necessity  for  the  allegation  ;  and,  instead 
of  averring  the  fact,  has  merely  stated  evidence  of  it.  For  he  has  dis- 
closed that  the  words  were  spoken  on  a  justifiable  occasion.  He  has 
therefore  made  out  my  defence  for  me,  and  has  not  answered  it  by 
showing  that  I  then  spoke  the  words  with  express  malice,  but  only  that 
I  did  so  in  a  manner  from  which  (though  the  Court  cannot  adjudge  yet), 
a  Jury  might  infer  that  I  was  actuated  by  such  malicious  motive.  This 
argument,  however,  we  consider  to  prove  too  much  ;  for,  on  the  same 
reason  that  the  words  contained  in  the  third  averment  are  insufficient, 
as  being  only  evidence  of  express  malice,  so  those  which  are  stated  in 
the  second  are  only  argumentative,  that  the  defendant  did  not  maliciously 
speak  the  words  complained  of.  The  defendant  may  at  the  trial  argue 
before  the  Jury,  that  he  did  not  maliciously  speak  the  words,  from  the 
plaintiff's  own  admission  that  he  was  warranted  by  the  occasion ;  but 
we  can  no  more  adjudge  the  absence  of  malice  in  the  defendant,  from 
that  admission,  than  we  can  the  existence  of  express  malice,  from  the 
way  in  which  the  plaintiff  describes  the  evidence  to  have  been  given. 
Again,  we  consider  the  second  and  third  averments,  into  which  we  have 
resolved  the  first  count,  as  mere  surplusage,  which  is  in  general  no  ground 
for  demurrer,  more  especially  in  this  case  when  it  is  not  shown  as  cause 
for  such  proceeding.  For  if  the  defendant,  instead  of  demurring,  had 
pleaded  the  general  issue,  the  plaintiff  need  not  in  the  first  instance 
have  proved  either  of  those  matters  ;  for  thoy  can  be  struck  out  of  the 
declaration,  without  also  striking  out  the  words  complained  of.  They 
are  not  necessarily  descriptive  of  the  words  complained  of,  as  they  might 
have  been  spoken  on  any  other  occasion  than  that  mentioned  ;  and  the 
defamation  is  too  significant  to  require  any  inducement  for  their  ex- 
planation. The  words  complaint d  of  would  have  comprised  the  whole 
substance  of  the  issue,  and  the  plaintiff  need  have  proved  no  more. 


r. 

Nash. 

Dickinson  J. 
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1850.  Dighy  v.  Thompson  (7),  WUlianiaon  v.  AUiaan  (8),  Eex  v,  Jones  (9), 
Smith  Bristow  v.  Wright  (10),  Taylor  on  Evidence^  b.  166  to  175.  Supposing, 
moreover,  that  the  plaintiff  had,  in  the  first  count,  specifically  stated 
that  the  defendant  spoke  the  words  with  express  malice,  the  defendant 
could  not  have  traversed  it.  For  though  such  fact  may  not  be  immaterial 
to  the  cause,  it  is  immaterial  to  the  count ;  because,  if  its  existence  were 
a  matter  pleadable  at  all,  its  proper  place  on  the  record  would  be,  in 
replication  to  a  special  plea  by  the  defendant,  that  the  words  were 
spoken  honestly  or  bond  fde  on  a  warrantable  occasion  (which,  as  it 
seems,  may  be  done,  CromweLVe  case  (11),  Smith  v.  Thomas  (12),  1  Vn. 
Wms.  Saund,  134),  and  the  rule  is  clear  that  '^a  superfluous  allegation 
prematurely  made,  in  anticipation  of  some  matter  which  may  be  subse- 
quently pleaded  on  the  other  side,  need  not  be  noticed  by  the  other 
party,  and  is  not  traversable."     2  Vgn,  Wms,  Saund.  63  B. 

Being  then  of  opinion  that  the  count  need  not  have  contained  any 
allegation  about  express  malice,  the  evidence  thereof  which  it  sets  forth 
is  no  more  than  surplusage,  and  not  the  subject  of  demurrer.  We 
therefore  think  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judgment ;  but  the 
defendant,  on  the  usual  terms  of  paying  costs,  and  pleading  issuably, 
may  withdraw  his  demurrer. 

Declaration  sustained.     Leave  to  amend. 

<7)  4  B.  &  Ad.  821.     (8)  2  East  446.     (9)  2  B.  &  Adol.  61 1.      (10)  1  Smith,  L.C.  334. 

(11)  4  Rep.  14  A,        (12)  2  Bing.  N.C.  372. 
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PICKERING  V.  MASON.  (1)  .  1850. 

Jvly  8. 

Libtl — Publication  of  false  news  in  newspaper — Inference  of  knoicledge — Public      o^    j      n  i 

,       >.,      .     ,  ^tep/ien  \j,v» 

beneft-Aj^logi/,  Dickinson  J . 

and 
The  plaintiffs  declared  on  a  libel  published  by  the  defendant  in  his  newspaper,  Therry  J, 
and  which  charged  the  plaintiffs  with  having  published  false  news  in  their  news- 
paper from  corrupt  motives,  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded — 1st,  a  plea  alleging 
that  the  plaintiffs  published  in  their  journal  an  article,  &c.,  which  was  false,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  so  published  it  for  corrupt,  sordid,  &c.,  purposes,  and  that  the 
matter  complained  of  was  for  the  public  benefit, — 2nd,  that  the  alleged  libel  was 
published  by  the  defendant  without  actual  malice,  and  without  gross  negligence, 
and  that  a  full  apology  was  published  in  the  defendant's  newspaper  (written  and 
signed  by  the  author  of  the  alleged  libel),  and  that  a  certain  sum  had  been  paid 
into  Court  in  full  satisfaction.  The  plaintiff's  demurred  generally  to  the  first 
plea ;  and  specially  to  the  second  plea,  upon  the  ground,  among  others,  that  the 
apology  was  made,  not  by  the  defendant,  but  by  some  other  person. 

Heldt  the  first  plea  was  good,  inasmuch  as,  if  the  article,  published  by  the 
plaintiffs,  was  false,  and  so  published  from  corrupt  motives,  it  must  have  been 
false  to  their  knowledge^  and  if  false,  considering  the  subject-matter  of  the  article, 
the  defendant's  publication  must  have  been  beneficial  to  the  public. 

The  second  plea  was  held  bad  on  the  ground  stated  above. 

A  person  who  knowingly  publishes  false  news  is  not  entitled  to  an  action  for 
damages,  because  the  libel  complained  of  visits  him,  individually,  more  severely 
than  is  necessary  for  the  public  advantage. 

Judgment  in  this  case  was  delivered  by — 

Dickinson,  J.  This  case  comes  before  us  on  demurrer  to  each  of  the 
defendant's  pleas,  in  afi  action  for  libel.  The  declaration  states,  that 
when  the  grievance  complained  of  was  committed,  the  plaintiffs  were 
proprietors  of  a  newspaper  called  BeWs  life  in  Sydney,  and  that  the 
defendant  in  a  certain  newspaper  called  the  Sydney  Pickwick,  falsely 
and  maliciously  composed  and  published,  of  and  concerning  the  plain tifiTs, 
and  of  and  concerning  them  as  such  proprietors  of  the  said  first-mentioned 
newspapers,  and  concerning  the  said  first- mentioned  newspaper,  a  libel 
containing  amongst  other  things  the  following  words  : — 

"  A  Public  Lie.  What  can  be  more  despicable  than  e  lie  1  But  when 
falsehood,  by  a  vicious  and  depraved  ingenuity  is  made  a  matter  of 
trading  speculation,  wlien  it  is  made  a  dodge  for  raising  the  wind,  then 
does  it  not  become  thoroughly  despicable  ?     It  is  but  three  weeks  since 

(1)  The  Sydney  Blorning  Herald,  April  27,  July  10,  1850. 
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1850.        the  proprietors  of  BdVs  Life  in  Sydney  (meaning  the  plaintiffs  and  the 


PiGKEBiNG    sft^d  newspaper  so  belonging  to  them  as  aforesaid)  of  course  for  a  money- 

^  ^'  making  ruae^  announced  through  long  placards,  and  a  long  thing  they 

^  , .  call  an  '  article,'  that  '  dreadful  mortality '  involving  nothing  short  of 

JjickinBonJ,  o  » 

the  lives  of  forty  individuals,  had  ensued  on  board  a  schooner,  the  '  Star 

of  China,'  which  had  sailed  from  this  port  for  Galiforoia.     The  Herald 

at  the  time  pronounced  the  statement  (by  innuendo)  to  be  nothing  but  a 

fabrication.    The  late  news  per  Union  from  San  Francisco  proclaims  this 

to  be  a  fact.     The  passengers  who  sailed  in  the  '  Star  of  China'  arrived 

safe  and  sound,  hale  and  hearty,  at  their  golden  destination.    Yet  BelTe 

Life  (meaning  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  proprietors  of  the  said  newspaper), 

for  its  own  mean  and  avaricious  purposes,  endeavoured  to  mislead  the 

public  into  the  belief  that  a  ^  dreadful  mortality '  happened  on  board 

that  vesseL  When  will  treacherous  falsehood  like  this  stand  rebuked  V* 

To  this  declaration  the  defendant  pleaded,  first,  that  before  the  com- 
mitting of  the  grievances,  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  said  newspaper,  called 
BelTs  Life  in  Sydney,  did  for  corrupt,  sordid,  dishonest,  and  sinister 
purposes  compose  and  publish  false  news  of  and  concerning  matters 
interesting  and  important  to  the  public  of  the  said  colony:  that  is 
to  say — "  Dreadful  mortality  on  board  the  '  Star  of  China,'  schooner, 
101  tons,  sailed  hence  for  California  on  the  28th  June,  with  sixty-eight 
emigrants.  A  letter  of  which  we  subjoin  an  extract,  has  been  received 
in  Sydney  from  a  passenger  on  board  the  *  Margaret,'  brig,  which  sailed 
from  this  port  for  San  Francisco  on  the  27th  August.  It  is  dated  from 
Honolulu,  one  of  the  Sandwich  Islands,  where  the  latter  vessel  touched 
on  her  passage.  "  Honolulu,  November  18th,  1849.  Dear  Mother, — 
I  write  these  few  lines  to  you,  hoping  to  find  you  all  in  good  health,  as, 
thank  God,  it  leaves  me  at  present.  We  arrived  here  after  a  tedious 
passage,  and  arc  about  1,200  miles  from  California.  There  is  a  vessel 
here  from  there  going  to  Sydney.  There  is  bad  news  for  them.  They 
are  dying  very  fast.  There  were  forty  people  died  in  the  passage  down 
in  the  *  Star  of  China.'  We  shall  be  down  about  Christmas.  The 
vessel  is  now  starting,  and  I  have  not  time  to  write  more,  but  will  write 

a  long  letter  to  you  when  I  get  down  there. — I ^W ."     And 

the  defendant  by  his  pleas  averred,  that  the  public,  and  divers  persons, 
relations,  friends,  and  acquaintances,  of  the  persons  who  went  as 
passengers  on  the  said  voyage,  from  Sydney  aforesaid  to  San  Francisco 
aforesaid,  in  the  said  vessel  called  the  *^  Star  of  China,"  believed  the 
said  last  statement  to  be  true,  and  published  in  honesty  and  good  faith, 
and  that  it  was  for  the  public  benefit  to  have  undeceived  them  in  that 
regard.     Wherefore  he,  the  said  defendant,  did  compose  and  publish  of 


Dickinson  J, 
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and  oonceming  the  plaintiffs,  and  of  and  concerning  them  as  such        1850. 
proprietors  as  aforesaid,  of  the  said  newspaper  called  BeWs  Life  in    Pickkeinq^ 
Sydney^  the  said  alleged  libellous  matter  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  ^' 

as  he  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid.     And  this  the  defendant 
is  ready  to  verify. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  secondly,  that  the  libel  was  contained  in  a 
public  newspaper  published  at  Sydney  aforesaid,  to  wit,  The  Sydiiey 
Pickwick^  and  was  inserted  in  such  newspaper  without  actual  malice, 
and  without  gross  negligence ;  and  that,  at  the  earliest  opportunity 
after  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  twenty-third  day  of 
February,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
fifty,  he  the  said  defendant  inserted  in  such  last-mentioned  newspaper, 
a  full  apology  for  the  said  alleged  libel,  which  said  apology  was,  in 
substance,  and  to  the  effect  following — that  is  to  say  :  ^*  To  the  editors 
of  BeWa  Life  in  Sydney.  Gentlemen, — With  respect  to  a  paragraph 
which  appeared  in  the  Sydney  Pickwick  of  the  9  th  instant,  reflecting 
upon  an  article  which  appeared  in  your  journal  about  three  weeks 
previous,  setting  forth  that  forty  passengers  had  died  on  board  the '  Star 
of  China,'  which  had  sailed  from  this  port  for  California,  I  beg  to  state 
that  I  am  the  author  of  the  paragraph  in  question.  When  writing  it,  I 
considered  from  the  general  circumstances  of  the  case  that  I  was 
warranted  in  commenting  upon  what  I  then  believed  (but  which  I  have 
since  had  reason  to  think  was  not  the  fact)  to  be  something  more  than 
a  mistake  on  your  part.  If  I  have  spoken  too  harshly,  or  have  in  any 
wise  wounded  your  private  feelings,  or  injured  the  reputation  of  your 
newspaper,  I  can  only  assure  you  that  I  am  exceedingly  sorry  that  I 
allowed  myself  to  fall  into  such  an  error.  I  trust  this  apology  will  be 
satisfactory  to  yourselves  personally  and  to  the  public  in  general.  I 
am,  gentlemen,  your  obedient  servant,  John  Vaughan."  And  that 
the  plaintiffs  ought  not  further  to  maintain  their  action,  because  the 
defendant  brought  into  Court,  by  leave  of  one  of  the  judges  thereof,  the 
sum  of  fourpence  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  not  sustained  damage  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said 
sum  of  fourpence,  in  respect  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the  declaration 
mentioned. 

The  plaintiffs  demurred  generally  to  the  first  plea,  and  stated  these 
points  in  the  margin,  namely,  that  the  first  plea  was  bad  in  law,  inasmuch 
as  it  did  not  show  the  truth  of  the  matters  charged  by  the  libel — ^there 
being  no  averment  in  the  said  plea,  nor  any  allegation — ^f rom  which  it 
oould  be  inferred  that  the  news  published  by  them  as  in  that  plea 


Dickinson  J. 
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1850.  mentioned  was  false,  or  that  if  false,  it  was  false  to  their  knowledge : 
PicKEKiKG  &iid  that  the  plea  did  not  set  forth  any  matter,  to  show  that  it  was  for 
Mi^ov  ^^^  public  bene6t  that  the  defendant  should  publish  the  libel,  and  that 
for  anything  that  appeared  in  the  said  plea,  the  public  benefit  would 
have  been  as  well  consulted  and  secured,  by  a  simple  contradiction  of 
the  news  published  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  by  a  contradiction  coupled  with 
slanderous  imputations  upon  the  plaintiffs'  motives. 

The  plaintiffs  demurred  specially  to  the  second  plea ;  and  assigned  the 
following  causes  of  demurrer;  that  is  to  say,  that,  although  the  second 
plea  was  pleaded  generally  to  the  whole  action,  it  set  up  a  defence  which 
had  arisen  since  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  therefore  ought 
to  have  been  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  fwriker  maintainance  only  of  the 
said  action.  And  that  the  second  plea,  instead  of  showing  that  the 
apology,  therein  mentioned,  was  inserted  in  the  said  newspaper  at  the 
earliest  opportunity  after  the  publication  of  the  said  libel,  merely  stated 
that  it  was  so  inserted  at  the  earliest  opportunity  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  without  giving  any  reason  or  excuse  for  its  not  having 
been  inserted  sooner  \  and  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  said  news- 
paper, in  which  the  apology  was  alleged  to  have  been  inserted,  was  ever 
published,  and  that  the  said  apology  appears  in  and  by  the  said  plea,  to 
have  been  an  apology  made,  not  by  the  defendant,  but  by  some-  other 
person.  The  case  was  argued  before  us  last  term  by  Mr.  Broadhurst 
for  the  plaintiffs,  and  by  Mr.  DarvaU  for  the  defendant. 

We  have  considered  these  pleadings,  and  have  referred  to  the 
authorities  cited  ;  and  we  consider  the  first  plea  to  be  valid.  For  it 
states,  that  the  plaintiffs  published  in  their  journal  an  article,  purporting 
to  be  a  letter  containing  such  a  report  as  that  mentioned  in  the  libel 
complained  of.  It  alleges  that  the  report  was  false,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  so  published  it  for  "  corrupt,  sordid,  dishonest,  and  sinister 
purposes  " — of  which  conduct  we  cannot  conceive  they  could  have  been 
guilty,  if  the  report  had  not  heen  false  to  their  knowledge.  If  the  report 
was  false,  the  publication  that  it  was  so,  we  consider,  must  have  been 
beneficial  to  the  public  ;  as  it  is  obvious  that  the  propagation  of  rumours 
about  particular  voyages,  in  which  individuals  are  interested,  has  a 
tendency  to  excite  prejudices  in  the  public,  against  adventures  in  the 
same  direction.  With  respect  to  the  objection  that  the  libel  is  grosser 
than  is  excusable  by  reason  of  the  beneficial  effect  of  its  contradiction, 
we  think  that  a  person  who  knowingly  publishes  false  news  is  not  entitled 
to  an  action  for  damages,  because  the  libel  complained  of  visits  him 
individually  more  severely  than  is  necessary  for  the  public  advantage. 
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To  hold  a  defendant  under  such  circumstances  to  have  been  a  wrong-        1850. 
doer  ah  initio  is  too  extensive  and  novel  an  application  of  the  doctrine    Pxckerino 

laid  down  in  the  Six  Carpenters*  case  for  us  to  advance.     We,  therefore,  »• 

_  .  ,     ,     ^         _  -  Mason. 

think  the  nrst  plea  good. 

Dickinson  J. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  second  plea  is  bad,  for,  as  the  libel  originally 
appeared,  it  went  before  the  public  as  the  assertion  of  the  proprietors  of 
the  Picktoick  paper;  and,  therefore,  must  have  been  more  injurious  to 
the  plaintiffs  than  if  it  had  appeared  to  have  been  the  assertion  of  the 
individual  John  Vaughan,  mentioned  in  the  second  plea.  We  think  the 
defendants,  to  have  made  the  apology  complete,  ought  to  have  added  to 
Vaughan's  letter  a  paragraph  expressive  of  their  own  sorrow  for  having 
inserted  it,  and  stating  that  they  fully  acquitted  the  plaintifife  of  the  false 
conduct  imputed  to  them.  All  that  the  apology  amounts  to  is  one  for 
the  composition  of  the  libel  by  the  author ^  and  is  not  one  for  the  publi- 
cation of  it  by  the  defendants  in  their  newspaper.  As  we  are  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  second  plea  is  bad  upon  this  ground  of  insufficient 
apology,  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  discuss  the  other  points  of  demurrer 
assigned. 
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[In  Equity.] 


1850.  PHILLIPS  V.  HOLDEN.  (1) 


Oci.  14. 

54  Geo,  1 1  If  c.  15, «.  4 — Married  \oomaiC  8  debts — Liability  of  separate  reaX  estate  ajter 

Di^^'j'  decease—**  Belonging  to."" 

and 
Therry  J.         The  question  was  whether  the  separate  landed  estate  of  a  married  wonoan  was 

liable  in  the  hands  of  her  heir  to  the  payment  of  simple  contract  debts,  incurred  by 

her  during  coverture,  the  deceased  not  having  executed  her  power  of  appointment. 

Htldf  the  property  belonged  to  the  deceased  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act 
54  Creo.  m,  c.  15,  s.  4,  and  was,  by  the  statute,  in  a  case  and  for  a  purpose  like 
the  present,  on  the  same  footing,  in  the  hands  of  a  trustee  or  heir,  exactly  as 
personal  estate  in  the  hands  of  an  executor  {per  the  Chief  Justice  and  Dickinaon  J., 
Theny  J.  dubitante). 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  His  Honor,  Mr.  Justice  I^erry^ 
the  Primary  Judge  in  Equity.  The  suit  was  instituted  by  a  creditor  on 
behalf  of  herself  and  all  others,  against  the  trustee  and  heir-at-law  of 
the  late  Mrs.  lluffingUyiiy  formerly  Bowman,  Mrs.  Bouoman  on  her 
intermarriage  with  William  Bovnnan  had  certain  real  property  settled 
upon  her  in  strict  settlement  in  the  usual  way,  but  had  never  executed 
her  power  of  appointment,  and  made  no  will.  The  plaintiff's  claim  was 
on  a  promissory-note,  given  her  by  Mrs.  Bovyman^  in  payment  of  wages. 
His  Honor  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  cases 
did  not  warrant  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  the  corpus  of  the  estate  to  pay 
the  plaintiffs  debt,  it  being  a  simple  contract  debt,  and  Mrs.  Huffington 
not  having  exercised  her  power  of  appointment.  The  plaintiff  appealed 
and  on  July  4  the  case  came  on  for  argument. 

The  Solicitor-General,  for  the  appellants.  The  deceased  in  this  case 
took  under  the  settlement  the  remainder  in  fee,  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment Owens  V,  Dickenson  (2).  The  corpus  of  the  property  might  be 
followed  into  the  hands  of  the  heir.     54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  15. 

Broadhurst,  contra.  The  separate  estate  was  merely  in  the  rents  and 
profits,  and  therefore  the  fee  could  not  be  dealt  with  by  the  Court. 

« 

Cur.  adv,  vulL 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  July  5,  Oct.  17,  1850. 

(2)  1  Cr.  &  Ph.  53. 
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Judgment  was  delivered  on  October  14  by  the  Chief  JtisticB  (for  him-        I860. 


self  and  Dickinson,  J.)  and  Therry,  J.  Philups 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  is  the  case  of  a  bill  filed  by  a  creditor,  on  Holdxk. 
behalf  of  herself  and  the  other  creditors  of  Elizabeth  Euffington  deceased,  Stephen  C.J, 
against  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Elizabeth,  and  the  Trustee  of  certain 
landed  estate  which  was  settled  to  her  separate  use,  to  have  the  same 
declared  liable  to  the  payment  of  her  debts,  and  that  such  debts  may  be 
paid  by  the  sale  or  mortgage  thereof  or  of  so  much  as  may  be  required 
for  that  purpose.  The  case  came  on  for  hearing,  in  the  ordinary  course, 
before  the  Primary  Judge,  when  the  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs,  and 
from  that  decision  the  present  Appeal  was  instituted. 

The  property  in  question  was  conveyed  to  the  defendant  Uolden,  in 
trust  for  the  deceased,  then  the  wife  of  William  Bowman,  for  her  life 
(the  rents  to  be  received  by  the  trustee  and  paid  over  to  her)  and,  on 
her  death,  for  such  persons  and  purposes  as  she  should  appoint ;  and,  in 
default  of  such  appointment,  'Ho  the  use  of  her,  the  said  Elizabeth 
Boimnan,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever."  It  appears  that  she  contracted 
during  her  coverture  several  debts,  of  which  the  one  to  the  Plaintiff  was, 
after  her  second  marriage,  acknowledged  by  a  promissory-note,  under 
her  hand,  payable  six  months  after  date.  Shortly  after  the  maturity  of 
that  note  Mrs.  Hujington  died  intestate,  and  without  having  executed 
any  appointment,  either  for  payment  of  debts  or  otherwise.  Under  these 
circumstances  Mr.  Justice  Therry  thought  that,  on  the  authority  of  all 
the  cases,  the  deceased's  real  estate  could  not  be  made  chargeable,  but 
that  it  descended  to  the  heir,  who  in  this  case  is  an  infant,  unaffected 
by  any  of  her  engagements. 

We  cannot  collect  that  the  case  below  was  rested  on  the  peculiar 
effect  in  this  colony  of  the  54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  15,  s.  4;  and  the  impression 
of  his  Honor  is,  that  the  point  (which  certainly  is  not  alluded  to  in  the 
judgment)  was  scarcely  noticed  on  that  occasion  if  at  alL  On  the  argu- 
ments before  us,  however,  the  operation  of  that  enactment  was  the  most 
prominent  topic ;  and  it  was  submitted  that  as  personal  estate  in  England, 
settled  on  a  married  woman,  is  liable  in  Equity  for  her  debts,  in  the 
hands  of  an  executor,  and  the  statute  puts  real  estate  in  New  South 
Wales  on  the  footing  of  chattels,  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  debts ; 
land  is  alike  liable  in  equity,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  in  the  hands  of  the 
heir.  Without  an  appointment  or  a  charge  by  will,  operating  as  an 
appointment,  for  payment  of  her  debts,  it  was  conceded  that  real  estate 
in  England,  settled  on  the  wife,  would,  in  general,  after  her  death,  not 
be  liable.     But,  in  this  case  it  is  said,  independently  of  the  effect  of  the 
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1850.        enactment,  the  corpus  of  the  estate  was  virtually  Mrs.  Bowman^s  as  much 


Stephen  C.J. 


Phillips  ^  t-^©  rents  were.  In  her  life  time,  no  doubt,  those  alone  could  have 
HoL  Ev  ^^^  disposed  of ;  but  after  her  death  the  estate  itself  was  disposable  ; 
she  had  a  remainder  in  fee  in  the  land,  and  her  heir  took  by  descent 
from  her.  Why,  then,  should  he  take  it  discharged  from  her  debts  ? 
On  the  other  hand,  for  the  defendants,  the  English  ca.ses  were  maintained 
to  be  strictly  applicable.  It  was  contended  that  Equity  acted  on 
"  separate  "  estate  only ;  but  that,  by  the  wife's  death,  the  nature  of  the 
interest  was  changed  and  the  heir  took  the  land  unincumbered.  The 
only  separate  estate  was  tho  rents  ;  and  the  heir  could  not  be  liable  as 
such  for  engagements  which,  being  those  of  a  married  woman,  were  not 
legally  binding,  and,  therefore,  were  never  "  debts  "  in  the  proper  sense 
of  the  word. 

The  following  cases  and  authorities  were  cited  : — Ow^tis  v,  Dickenson 
(3);  Murray  v,  Barlee  (4);  Stor,  Eq,  Jur,  s.  243;  Ihatley  v.  Tliomas 
(5) ;  Peacock  V,  Monk  (6) ;  Norton  %\  Turvill  (7)  ;  Anon  (8) ;  Iluhns  r. 
Tenant  (9)  ;  Stuart  v.  Kirkwall  (10)  ;  Bull  pin  x\  Clarke  (11) ;  Field  v, 
Sowle  (12) ;  and  Aylett  v.  Ashton  (13). 

We  have  considered  this  case,  and  we  think  that,  but  for  the  effect  of. 
the  54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  15,  s.  4,  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  succeeded.  The 
authorities,  as  was  observed  by  the  Primary  Judg-*,  so  far  as  thoy  apply 
to  real  estate  in  England,  established  the  position  contended  for  by 
the  defendant  that  after  the  wife's  death,  the  payment  of  such  debts 
only  will  be  enforced,  as  were  charged  by  her  on  such  estate.  Those 
authorities,  however  (which  are  all  collected  in  Wldte  and  Tudor's 
Leading  Cases  in  Equity^  pages  324  to  343)  clearly  show  that  where  a 
married  woman  has  separate  estate  which  can  be  made  available  to  the 
payment  of  her  debts,  a  Court  of  Equity  will  make  it  so  available. 
"  The  general  engagement  of  the  wife  "  (says  Lord  ThurloWy  in  Ilulme  r. 
Tenant)  "shall  operate  upon  her  personal  property,  shall  apply  to  the 
rents  and  profits  of  her  real  estate,  and  her  trustees  shall  be  obliged 
to  apply  personal  estate  and  rents  and  profits  when  they  arise,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  such  general  engagement."  Now-  personal  property, 
settled  upon  a  feme  covert,  *  for  her  separate  use,  is  to  be  enjoyed  with 
all  its  incidents  ;  and  as  the  jus  disponendi  is  one  of  them,  she  may  dis- 
pose of  it,  either  by  acts  inter  vivos  or  by  will."  ( IF/iife  and  Tudor' s 
Notes^  331,  and  cases  there  cited.)     But)  with  respect  to  landed  property^ 

(3)  1  Cr.  &  Ph.  53.  (4)  3  M.  &  K.  233.  (5)  15  Vea.  596.  (6)  2  Ves. 

Senior  191.  (7)  2  P.  Wnis.  144.  (8)  18  Ves.  258.  (9)  1  B.  C.  C.  17. 

(10)  3Madd.  387.        (11)  17  Vea.  365.      (12)  iRuss.  112.       (13)  1  M.  &Cr.  105w 
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the  law  was  always  different.     A  married  woman  could  not,  without  an         1830. 

express  power  of  appointment,  dispose   of  her  separate   real   estate,  Phillips 

otherwise  than  by  Fine  or  Recovery,  which  alone  would  bind  the  heir  ^^  ^' 

''  ^ '  HOLDEN. 


although  she  can  convey  or  assign  her  life  interest  in  land,  the  same  as 
she  can  in  her  personal  estate.  For  this  we  need  hardly  refer  to  any 
authority,  but  the  cases  will  be  found  in  the  very  useful  work  just 
mentioned,  pp.  331  and  332. 

We  may  observe,  as  an  additional  ground  for  distinction  in  these  cases 
of  separate  property,  between  personal  and  real  estate,  that  one  of  the 
incidents  of  the  former  always  was  a  liability  for  the  satisfaction  of 
debts ;  whereas  that  incident  did  not  at  law  attach  to  the  latter.  The 
heir  might,  indeed,  be  rendered  liable;  but  then  it  was  by  express 
contract. 

It  seems  plainly  to  follow,  that,  where  a  married  woman  contracts 
debts,  having  separate  estate,  real  or  personal,  or  both,  all  the  effect  is 
given  to  her  engagements,  that,  in  such  a  state  of  things,  by  law  can  be 
given ;  and  that,  consequently,  as  to  the  personal  estate,  the  whole  is 
disposable  to  satisfy  them,  but  of  the  real  estate,  the  accruing  income, 
only  during  her  life.  To  do  more,  as  to  the  realty,  would  be  in  effect 
t3  make  the  wife  execute  a  power  of  appointment,  if  she  had  one,  or  to 
defeat  the  heir,  by  less  than  that  which  the  law  has  required  for  that 
purpose.  It  is  settled,  however,  that  the  Courts  appropriate  the  wife's 
separate  property,  where  she  has  contracted  debts,  not  by  virtue  of  any 
supposed  appointment,  or  specific  appropriation,  but  simply  because  by 
no  other  means  could  payment  of  her  debts  be  compelled.  See  Lord 
CoWe/iAam'*  judgment,  in  Owens  v,  Dickenson  (3),  and  Lord  Brougham^ s 
in  Murray  v,  Barlee  (4). 

We  say  "  her  debts  "  because  such  is  the  precise  term  by  which  both 
Lord  Thurlow  (in  Ilvlme  v.  Tenant)  and  Lord  Cottenham  (in  Owens  v. 
Dickenson)  speak  of  a  wife's  engagements.  Unless  such  engagements  or 
contracts,  indeed,  are  debts,  the  decision  in  the  last-mentioned  case  can- 
not be  upheld ;  and  common-sense  rejects  any  other  conclusion.  The 
engagements  of  the  wife,  then,  in  Equity,  are  debts ;  and  payment  of 
them,  so  far  as  her  personal  estate  is  concerned,  will  be.  enforced  in 
Equity,  equally  after  her  death,  as  it  would  have  been  in  her  lifetime. 
About  this  latter  portion  there  has  been  no  dispute,  and  the  cases 
abundantly  establish  it. 

We  then  come  to  the  54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  15,  s.  4,  and  there  find  it  enacted 
that  all  real  estate  in  New  South  Wales,  and  its  (then)  dependencies, 
belonging  to  any  person  indebted,  shall  be  liable  to  and  chargeable  with 
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1850.  all  just  debts  and  demands,  of  what  nature  soever,  and  shall  be  assets 
Philufs  ^or  the  satisfaction  thereof,  as  real  estates  are  in  England  liable  to  the 
satisfaction  of  debto  doe  by  specialty,  and  shall  be  subject  to  the  like 
remedies  and  proceedings,  in  any  Court  of  Law  or  Equity,  for  seizing, 
selling,  or  disposing  of  such  real  estate,  and  towards  the  satisfaction  of 
such  debts  and  demands,  and  in  like  manner,  as  personal  estates  in  the 
said  colony  are  seized,  sold,  or  disposed  of  for  the  satisfaction  of  debts. 
It  appears  to  us,  that  tho  effect  of  these  very  extensive  words  is  to  place 
real  estate  in  the  hands  of  a  trustee  or  heir,  in  a  case  and  for  a  purpose 
like  the  present,  on  the  same  footing  exactly  as  personal  estate  in  the 
hands  of  an  executor.  The  latter  species  of  property,  it  is  admitted, 
would  be  liable  to  this  plaintiff.  Can  it  be  doubted,  then,  that  the 
statute  makes  the  former  equally  liable  ? 

The  only  point,  as  it  seems  to  us,  on  which  a  doubt  could  arise,  is, 
whether  the  property  in  question  "belonged"  to  the  wife,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  enactment.  We  think  that,  for  the  purposes  of  that 
enactment,  and  in  the  eye  of  a  Court  of  Equity,  which,  for  all  such 
purposes,  regards  a  married  woman  as  a  feme  sole,  the  property  did 
belong  to  her.  It  could  not,  indeed  (except  as  tq  the  remainder,  by  way 
of  fine,  or  under  the  power  of  appointment  in  that  behalf)  have  been 
effectually  conveyed  during  her  life.  In  all  other  respects,  however,  it 
was  as  much  her  own  as  the  personal  estate  was  ;  and  at  her  death  it 
passed  at  once  to  her  heir.  At  that  moment,  we  conceive  that  it  was 
her  separate  estate,  and  that  it  descended  to  him,  charged  with  the  pay- 
ment of  her  debts.  In  England,  the  heir  is  not  affected,  unless  the  wife 
shall  have  charged  her  land,  in  some  mode  prescribed  by  law.  But^  in 
these  colonies,  as  the  statute  makes  real  estate  liable  in  every  case  where 
personal  estate  would  have  been,  the  distinction  between  the  two  species 
of  property,  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  debts,  is  at  an  end.  This, 
then,  is  the  case  of  a  person  who  has  died  indebted,  and  the  proceeding 
instituted,  and  remedy  sought,  are  respectively  to  dispose  of  her  estate 
for  the  satisfaction  of  her  debts.  Her  personal  estate,  if  any,  may  be 
430  disposed  of.  Her  real  estate  was,  from  the  moment  of  her  death,  as 
x^ompletely  disposable  by  her  as  was  her  personal  estate.  And  why  is 
not  the  same  disposition,  by  this  Court,  to  be  made  of  the  one,  under 
che  authority  of  the  enactment,  as  of  the  other  ? 

For  the  reasons  thus  assigned,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
must  have  the  decree  asked  for — a  declaration,  that  the  real  estate  is 
liable  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  other  creditors  of  the 
deceased ;  and  a  reference  to  the  Master,  to  inquire  and  report  who  are 
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such  creditors,  and  what  are  their  just  claims  severally,  also,  what  estate  1850. 
is  ia  the  hands  of  the  defendants  and  each  of  them,  and  how  much  Phillips  " 
thereof  should  be  sold  or  mortgaged,  to  produce  the  amount  which  will 
be  required.  The  rents  and  profits  received  by  the  Trustee  in  the 
deceased's  lifetime,  and  still  in  his  hands,  if  any,  will  of  course  be  paid 
over.  We  can  give  no  costs  in  respect  of  this  appeal.  All  other  costs 
and  further  directions  are  reserved. 


V. 
HOLDEN. 

Stephen  C.J, 


Thbbbt,  J.  Although  not  prepared  to  express  a  positive  opinion,  in 
dissent  from  the  judgment,  yet  as  there  is  one  point  of  the  case  on  which 
I  entertain  a  doubt  I  deem  it  right  to  express  it.  My  doubt  arises  from 
finding  it  stated  in  the  case  of  Monck  v.  Peacock  (14),  that  "a  woman 
who  has  a  real  estate  to  her  separate  use  should  not  be  in  equity  con- 
sidered as  the  absolute  owner  of  it"  And  agreeably  to  this  dictum  we 
invariably  find,  in  England,  that  the  inheritance  of  a  married  woman, 
having  a  full  power  of  appointment,  is  not  taken  and  applied  as  other 
separate  estate.  Now,  if  this  is  on  the  ground  that  the  separate  estate 
is  gone  at  her  death,  or  never  existed,  so  far  as  the  limitation  of  the  fee 
subject  to  the  power  of  appointment  extends,  then  the  construction  of  the 
statute  54  George  III  adopted  by  the  Court,  I  apprehend,  cannot  be 
correct,  because  the  clause  in  question  is  such  as  only  attaches  to  separate 
estate,  and  that  is  gone  or  never  existed.  It  may  be,  however,  that  the 
reason  for  excluding  the  inheritance  is  the  favour  shown  to  the  heir,  and 
the  disinclination  to  disinherit  him  ;  and,  if  so,  the  statute  would  apply 
regarding  the  inheritance  of  a  married  woman,  over  which  she  has  a 
power  of  appointment,  as  her  separate  estate,  the  statute,  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  this  claim,  turning  the  real  into  personal  estate. 

My  doubt,  then,  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  case  of  Hulme  v.  Tenant 
(15)  turns  on  the  principle  of  favour  to  an  heir,  whereby  he  is  not  to  be 
charged,  unless  by  means  of  the  power  being  strictly  and  legally  executed, 
or  on  the  principle,  that  the  remainder  in  fee  vested  in  the  married 
woman  does  not  constitute  separate  estate,  although  she  has  power  to 
appoint  it  as  she  pleases. 

If  the  former  is  the  ground  of  the  decision,  the  estate  being  separate 
estate,  the  Act  of  54  Geo.  Ill  applies ;  if  the  latter,  that  Act  cannot  apply, 
because  there  never  was  any  separate  estate,  whith  the  married  woman 
could  charge.  I  incline  to  the  opinion  that  the  true  ground  is  the  prin- 
ciple of  favour  shown  to  the  heir,  whereby  he  is  not  to  be  charged,  unless 
by  means  of  the  power  being  strictly  and  legally  executed,  and  if  so,  the 
judgment  is  alike  in  accordance  with  law,  as  with  the  natural  justice  of 
the  case.  Decree  reversed. 

(14)  2  Ves.  Sen.  191.        (15)  1  B.C.C.  17. 
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1860.  THE  BANK  OF  AUSTRALASIA  v.  MURRAY.  (1) 


64  Oeo.  1 1  If  c.  15,  *.  4 — Effect  of  admiMion  of  debt  by  executor — Liability  of  heir — 

Stephen  C.J.  Statute  of  Limitations, 

Dickinson  J. 

ten  A 

Therry  J  -^^  existence  of  a  debt,  due  by  &  deceased  person,  is  not  proved,  as  against  his 

heir,  by  the  admission  of  his  executor,  nor  can  the  case  be  taken  out  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  thereby. 

The  statute,  64  Geo.  Ill,  c.  15,  does  not  render  land,  in  this  colony,  disposable, 
for  the  liquidation  of  debts,  by  an  executor. 

A  creditor  is  not  enabled,  by  54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  15,  to  take  lands,  which  descend  on 
the  heir,  under  a  judgment  and  execution  against  the  executor. 

The  plaintiffs  in  this  suit  sought  a  sale  of,  or  mortgage  over,  real 
property,  which  the  defendant,  Bunn,  claimed  as  heir-at-law  to  his  father, 
the  late  George  Bunru  The  latter  died,  intestate  as  to  his  real  estate,  in 
1834  ;  but  as  to  his  pei*sonalty  made  the  defendant  Murray  Yn&  executor. 
Being  largely  indebted  at  the  time  of  his  death,  his  executor  paid  off  a 
portion  of  the  debt,  and  for  the  balance  gave  a  promissory-note,  made  by 
himself  as  executor.  This  note  having  come  into  the  hands  of  the 
plaintiffs,  they  sued  Murray ^  and  obtained  a  judgment  against  the  assets 
of  Buniif  both  real  and  personal,  quando  acciderint  The  bill  stated  that 
Murray  had  administered  the  whole  of  the  personal  assets  of  the  deceased. 
The  heir-at-law,  by  his  guardian,  set  up  as  a  defence  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  but  the  executor  submitted. 

nia  ITonor^  the  Primary  Judge,  in  giving  judgment,  said  that  not- 
withstanding the  54  George  III,  c.  15,  the  real  estate  of  an  infant  heir- 
at-law  could  not  be  bound  by  a  judgment  obtained  against  an  executor 
in  an  action  against  the  executor  alone. 

From  this  decision  the  plaintiffs  appealed.  The  case  having  been 
argued  on  July  6  by  the  Solicitor mGenei-al,  Foster,  and  Broadhurst,  for 
the  plaintiffs,  and  FifJier  for  the  heir-at-law,  Dowling,  for  the  executor, 
submitting,  the  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  on  Oct.  14 
by 

The  Chief  Justice.  In  this  case  one  of  the  defendants  is  the  executor, 
and  the  other  is  the  heir-at-law,  of  George  Bann,  deceased  ;  and  the  bill 
was  filed  by  the  Bank,  as  indorsees  of  a  promissory -note  given  by  the 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  June  27,  July  8,  Oct.  19,  1850. 
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former,  as  aucb  executor,  and  on  which  they  have  obtained  judgment  at        1850. 

law  against  him,  to  have  the  amount  satisfied  out  of  the  deceased's  reaj     Bank  op 

estate,  the  executor  having  no  assets.  The  note  was  given  about  fourteen  Australasia 

years  ago,  for  the  balance  of  a  large  sum  of  money,  due  (or  supposed  and     Murray. 

admitted  to  be  due)  by  the  deceased,  who  was  a  merchant  in  this  city,  to  Stephen  0.  J« 

his  London  correspondents,  and  the  executor,  it  appears,  from  time  to 

time,  as  the  means  arose,  paid  the  interest  and  portions  of  the  principal 

of  the  note,  or  renewed  securities  of  the  like  nature,  substituted  for  it, 

on  the  last  of  which  the  judgment  in  question  was  obtained  against  him 

of  assets  quando  acciderint.    The  deceased  died  intestate  as  to  his  lands, 

and  the  heir  was  then,  and  until  within  the  last  few  years,  an  infant. 

The  plaintiffs  now  claim  payment,  as  against  both  defendants,  out  of 

those  lands,  under  the  54  George  III,  c.  15,  s.  4,  the  provisions  of  which 

have  been  so  recently  stated  from  this  place  that  it  is  unnecessary  now 

to  recapitulate  them.     The  Primary  Judge,  however,  dismissed  the  bill 

with  costs. 

On  the  argument  of  the  Appeal  it  was  contended  that  every  debt  was 
a  charge,  by  virtue  of  that  enactment,  on  the  lands  of  a  deceased  debtor ; 
and,  therefore,  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  was  in  this  case  no  bar ; 
that,  after  judgment  against  the  executor,  the  heir  became  a  trustee  for 
payment  of  the  debt  out  of  the  lands  descended  to  him  ;  that  the  heir 
might  probably  dispute  the  existence  of  the  debt ;  but  that  a  judgment 
against  the  executor,  as  the  party  primarily  liable,  was  primd  facie 
evidence  of  such  debt ;  and  that,  supposing  the  Statute  of  Limitations  to 
be  applicable,  yet  an  acknowledgment  by  the  executor  was,  for  the  reason 
just  given,  sufficient  to  keep  the  debt  alive ;  and  that  indeed,  according 
to  Thompson  v.  Grant  (2),  and  the  declaratory  enactment  in  the  9  Geo. 
lY,  c.  33,  as  to  India,  land  might  be  taken  for  debt  in  his  hands, 
although  in  this  case  the  heir  had  been  made  a  party.  It  was  submitted, 
however,  that  the  plaintiff  might  come  into  Equity,  as  against  the  heir, 
for  discovery  of  assets,  and  to  get  his  title  deeds ;  for  which  was  cited 
Langley  v.  Brown  (3). 

The  other  cases  and  authorities  cited  on  either  side  were  the  following : 
Evans  v.  Brown  (4),  Doume  v.  Morris  (5),  Freeman  v,  Fairlie  (6),  PtUnam 
v.  Bates  (7),  Hunting  v.  Sheldrake  (8),  Loomes  v,  StotJierd  (9),  Soames  v. 
Bobinson  (10)  ;  Bam  on  Assets,  303  ;  and  the  Deceased  Debtor's  Liability 
Act,  1  Will.  IV,  c.  47.     (CalL  459),  sections  3,  4,  and  9. 

(2)  1  Ross.  640.  (3)  2  Atk.  198.  (4)  5  Beav.  114.  (5)  3  Hare  399.  (6)  2 
Meriv.  24.  (7)  3  Ruas.  188.  (8)  9  M.  and  W.  256.  (9)  1  Sim.  and  Stu.  461. 
(lO)MyL  and  R.  500. 
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1860.  We  are  of  opinion,  that,  on  two  short  grounds,  the  decree  in  thia 

Bank  of     cause  must  be  affirmed.     This  is  not  a  suit  for  the  general  benefit  of 

Australasia  creditors,  as  under  the  Traders  Act  of  47  Gea  III,  c.  74  (for  which  the 
MuKRAT.     1  WilL  lY,  Si   4,  is  substituted),  praying  the  administration  of  the 

St^Jien  G. J.  estate ;  but  it  is  instituted  by  one  creditor,  for  himself  alone,  claiming, 
as  against  an  heir,  the  benefit  of  a  judgment,  to  which  that  heir  was  no 
party ;  and  in  respect  of  a  cause  of  action,  to  which  he  would  now  have, 
if  sued,  a  clear  legal  defence.  It  appears  to  us,  that,  for  such  a  purpose, 
the  plaintifi*  has  no  right  to  come  into  this  Court,  seeking  equitable 
relief.  If  the  deceased  had  been  sued  as  a  Trader,  the  remedy  would 
have  been  in  Equity,  by  the  express  terms  of  that  enactment.  But, 
under  the  54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  15,  whether  the  proceeding  be  properly  against 
the  heir  or  the  executor,  the  remedy  would  seem  clearly  'to  be  at  law. 
The  land,  it  is  conceded  by  the  suit  itself,  descended  to  the  heir.  Why, 
then,  should  not  the  heir  have  been  sued  ?  The  statute  provides  that 
land  shall  be  assets,  for  the  satisfaction  of  all  debts,  and  demands,  of 
every  kind,  "  in  like  manner  as  real  estates  are,  by  the  law  of  England, 
liable  to  the  satisfaction  of  debts  by  bond  or  other  speciality."  In  what 
manner  is  land  so  liable  there  ?  It  is  made  liable,  by  action  at  law  against 
the  heir ;  or  where  the  laud  has  been  devised,  by  an  action  against  the 
heir  and  devisee.  If  there  were  no  heir,  the  devisee  would,  it  is  true, 
before  the  statute  1  Will.  IV,  a  47  (see  Hunting  v.  Sheldrctke)  have  held 
it  without  liability  to  the  debts.  But  that  defect. in  the  law  (whether 
originally  the  result  of  accident  or  design)  has  now  been  remedied.  So, 
if  there  had  been  no  heir,  the  land  would  have  gone  to  the  lord  by 
escheat  Here,  however,  there  was  no  devisee,  and  there  was  an  heir. 
He  might,  therefore,  have  been  sued  at  law ;  and  we  can  perceive  no 
reason  why  he  should  not  have  been.  So,  if  he  be  still  liable,  he  is  liable 
at  law  ;  and  the  resort  to  a  Court  of  Equity  was  unnecessary. 

But,  supposing  that  the  heir  could  be  sued  in  Equity,  in  a  suit 
differently  framed,  or  that  the  plaintiff  could  even  succeed  in  this,  if 
sustained  by  sufficient  evidence  of  the  debt,  we  think  that  the  Decree 
was  nevertheless  right,  for  the  reasons  skssigned  in  His  Honor's  judgment. 
The  existence  of  the  debt,  independently  of  the  executor's  admission,  is 
not  established ;  and  we  are  quite  clear  that,  as  against  the  heir,  that 
admission  cannot  operate  For  the  same  reason,  the  acknowledgment 
can  have  no  effect,  as  against  the  heir,  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute, 
of  Limitetions.  If  the  land  belonged  to  the  executor,  or  if  it  be  dis- 
posable by  him  for  the  payment  of  debts,  his  admission  would  no  doubt 
be  effectual ;  because  it  would  then  operate  against  himself  alone.    And 


SUPREME   COURT  CASES.  615 

that  is  the  effeot,  precisely,  which  we  attribute*  to  his  admission.     It        1850. 

binds  the  party  who  made  it ;  bat  it  will  not  bind  one  who  was  no  party     Bank  of 
^  l^  Australasia 

V. 

It  was  urged,  that,  as  a  real  estate  is  chargeable  with  a  deceased 
person's  debts,  and  the  executor  is  the  party  primarily  liable,  he  is  the  ^'^^^  '  ' 
proper  party  to  make  admissions.  We  do  not  feel  the  force  of  that 
reasoning.  The  property  is  either  that  of  the  heir,  or  it  is  the  property 
of  the  executor ;  or  it  is,  for  the  payment  of  debts,  disposable  by  him. 
In  the  last  of  these  alternatives,  and  still  more  in  the  second,  the 
admission  would  of  course  be  conclusive.  For,  though  he  might  have 
an  interest,  in  respect  of  his  contingent  claim  to  the  residue,  he  would 
have  no  more  right  to  interfere,  than  a  legatee  would,  in  respect  of  the 
personality.  The  executor  would,  in  either  case,  be  the  party  liable ; 
and  the  land  would  be  assets  in  his  hands.  But  to  say  here  that  he  ia 
so  liable  (that  is  to  say,  in  respect  of  any  other  than  the  personal  estate), 
is  to  assume  the  question  in  debate.  If  the  land  belongs  to  the  heir, 
and  cannot  be  appropriated  by  the  executor,  or  taken  under  process 
against  him,  we  do  not  see  how  his  admission  can  in  any  way  affect  the 
heir.  An  executor  is  liable  to  be  sued  on  the  testator's  bond,  or  for  any 
other  speciality  debt,  equally  with  the  heir.  Bat  could  it  be  maintained 
that,  because  the  executor  is  so  liable,  his  admission  will  be  evidence 
against  the  heir,  in  an  action  on  any  such  bond  ?  If  not,  why  should  a 
different  rnle  prevail,  in  respect  of  simple  contract  debts  to  which  the 
heir  is  liable  1 

But,  on  the  authority  of  ITiomjyson  v.  Grants  and  the  enactment  in 
the  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  33,  it  was  enacted  that  land  in  these  colonies  is  dis- 
posable, for  the  liquidation  of  debts,  by  an  executor.  This  is,  indeed,  a 
grave  question ;  and,  in  the  present  case,  the  more  important,  because 
the  executor  here  not  only  admits  the  debt,  but  he  is  willing  that  a 
Decree,  to  bind  the  land,  should  go  against  him.  We  are  of  opinion, 
however,  for  the  following  reasons,  that  land  in  this  Colony  is  not  so 
disposable.  With  respect  to  the  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  33,  it  is  to  be  observed 
that  land  in  India  (see  the  judgment  in  Freeman  v.  Fairlie)  always  had 
been  taken,  and  sold,  under  an  execution  against  the  executor.  The 
usage  appears  to  have  been  sanctioned  by  the  Courts  ;  and  it  may  have 
been  thought,  that  it  had  thereby  become  law.  The  statute,  accordingly, 
confirms  and  establishes  that  usage.  But,  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of 
the  said  9  Geo.  IV,  it  was  a  question  much  debated,  whether  land  in 
India  was  not  personal  estate.  This  fact  sufficiently  appears,  by  s.  6 
of  the  statute :  which  declares,  that  nothing  in  that  Act  shall  make  land 
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1850         real  property,  if  by  law  it  was  deemed  personal.     It  farther  appears,  by 
Bank  of     ^-^Q  judgment  in  Freeman  v,  Fairlie  ;    in  which  case,  the  nature  of 
Australasia  landed  estate  in  Bengal  was  the  precise  point  in  dispute. 

Murray.  ^he  Act  was  passed  in  June,  1828.  It  recites  that  doubts  were 
Stephen.  C.J.  entertained,  whether  real  estate  in  India  was  liable,  in  the  hands  of 
executors,  to  the  payment  of  debts.  It  then  declares  and  enacts,  that 
real  estate  in  India  was,  and  should  continue  to  be,  so  liable ;  and  that 
the  Courts  may  issue  execution,  in  any  action  against  an  executor  or 
administrator,  for  seizing  and  selling  the  real  estate  of  the  deceased 
accordingly.  Nevertheless,  in  November,  1828,  Lord  Lyndkurat  says 
that  the  statute  would  still  leave  the  land,  as  real  estate,  descendible  to 
t]ie  heir.  If,  then,  in  places  where,  by  express  provision,  land  may  be 
taken  for  debt  in  an  executor's  hands,  the  land  notwithstanding  con- 
tinues in  its  nature  real  property,  it  seems  to  us  impossible  to  maintain 
that  in  a  colony  where  it  is  undoubtedly  real  estate,  and  the  enactment 
relied  on  falls  short  (in  terms,  at  least)  of  such  a  provision,  land  goes 
into  the  hands  of  the  executor,  merely  because  it  may  be  sold  for  debt 
in  someone's  hands,  the  statute  not  saying  in  whose. 

The  54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  15,  makes  land  assets,  both  in  the  debtor's  life- 
time, and  after  his  decease,  for  the  payment  of  his  debts  (and  whether 
by  speciality  or  by  simple  contract),  so  that  it  can  be  sold  under  execu- 
tion, in  like  manner  as  personal  estate  may  be.  The  statute  docs, 
therefore,  three  things,  which  in  England,  could  not  be  done  in  cases  of 
debt.  It  enables  creditora  to  take  the  wholes  instead  of  a  moiety  only, 
of  the  debtor's  lands  ;  it  allows  those  lands  to  be  sold  under  a  writ  of 
FL  Fa.;  and  it  subjects  them,  after  the  debtor's  death,  to  the  payment 
of  all  debts,  instead  of  leaving  them  to  satisfy  debts  by  specialty  only. 
Why  the  law  should  be  holden  to  extend  further,  so  as  to  have  the  effect 
of  enabling  a  creditor  to  take  lands,  which  (it  is  admitted)  descend  on 
the  Aetr,  under  a  judgment  and  execution  against  the  executor,  that  is 
to  say,  out  of  the  hands  into  which  they  have  never  come,  it  seems  to  us 
impossible  to  assign  a  sufficient  reason. 

Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  it  is  true,  in  TJiompson  v.  Grant,  appears  to  have 
decided  that  land  in  the  West  Indies,  under  a  statute  worded  precisely 
like  the  54  Geo.  Ill,  became  "with  respect  to  the  payment  of  debts, 
converted  into  personal  assets"  and  liable  "in  all  respects  to  be 
administered  as  such."  Upon  that  point,  however,  it  occurs  to  us  that 
Thompson  v.  Grant  is  not  necessarily  an  authority.  The  defendant  there 
was  personally  a  creditor  of  the  deceased  ;  he  was  a  creditor,  also,  as 
executor  of  a  third  party  ;  and  a  large  sum,  the  proceeds  of  real  estate  of 
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the  deceased,  or  rather  of  the  rents  and  produce  of  that  estate,  was  in        1850. 
his  hands.     He  claimed  to  pay  himself  out  of  that  monej  ;  but  it  was     Bank  of 
objected  that  he  had  no  right  to  do  so,  unless  he  had  the  right  of  an  Australasia 
executor  to  retain.     Now  the  defendant,  in  fact,  was  executor  of  the     Mubrat. 
deceased ;  but  he  had  received  those  proceeds,  in  the  character  of  con-  Stephen  C.J. 
signee,  an  appointment  conferred  on  him  by  the  Court.     The  suit  was 
instituted  on  behalf  of  the  creditors  generally,  and  the  title  of  the  heir, 
as  distinguished  from  that  of  the  executor,  to  the  rents  and  produce, 
was  not  in  question.     Neither  could  it  have  interposed,  for  the  defendant 
was  devisee,  as  well  as  executor.     Under  these  circumstances,  the  land 
being  clearly  liable  to  his  debt,  he  may  have  been  entitled  to  retain. 
But,  with  respect  to  the  dictum  that  land,  for  the  satisfaction  of  debts, 
becomes  personal  estate,  we  cannot  assent  to  it ;  and  the  difficulties  in 
which  such  a  decision,  in  these  colonies,  would  place  titles  to  land,  and 
the  rights  of  heirs,  are  too  obvious  to  need  enumeration. 

The  enactment  requires  no  such  decision.  There  is  little  difficulty  in 
suing  an  heir,  and  as  little,  where  there  is  a  will,  especially  since  the 
1  Will.  IV,  c.  47,  in  suing  the  heirs  or  devisees.  And  if,  in  any  case 
arising  before  that  statute,  there  is  not  an  heir,  we  see  no  more  reason 
why  an  escheat  should  have  been  defeated,  in  favour  of  a  simple  contract 
debt,  than  in  respect  of  a  debt  by  specialty.  Had  the  Legislature 
intended  to  make  land  personal  assets,  it  most  probably  would  have  so 
enacted.  There  would  then  have  been  no  room  for  argument.  But  how 
an  heir,  on  whom  his  ancestor's  land  has  descended,  could  defend  his 
interests  against  a  creditor,  in  such  a  state  of  the  law,  or  compel  an 
executor  to  pay  debts  out  of  the  personalty,  we  do  not  at  all  understand. 
Nominally,  the  land  would  be  his,  but  practically,  it  would  be  under 
the  control  of  the  executor,  who,  by  admitting  a  debt  twelve  or  fifteen 
years  old,  as  in  this  case,  might  surrender  the  heir's  property,  without 
defence,  or  the  right  of  being  heard,  to  be  summarily  taken  in  execution. 

I  am  to  add,  for  Mr.  Justice  Bickinaon,  that  the  established  course  of 
this  Court,  to  follow  English  decisions,  might  have  induced  him  to  adopt 
that  of  Sir  Thomas  Pluiner,  in  Thompson  v.  Grant,  without  examination, 
but  for  the  observations  and  opinion  of  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  Freeman  v, 
Fairlie,  the  effect  of  which,  }Iis  Honor  conceives,  materially  impairs 
the  authority  of  Thompson  v.  Grant,  as  to  the  nature  of  real  estate, 
when  sought  to  be  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  debts. 

All  circumstances  being  considered,  we  regret,  in  confirming  the 
Decree,  we  are  compelled  to  give  costs,  but  the  rule  appears  to  us  to  be 
imperative. 

Ap2)eal  dismissed. 
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Stpt,  27. 
Stephen  C  J.   ^^9*^<^^*^  Council — Elections — Constitution  and  Electoral  Acts — 5  &  6  Vic.y  c,  76, 
Dickinson  J.  m.  2,  8,  9,  &  11 ;  6  Vie,,  No,  16,  ss,  36, 46, 47,  ft  48--«/«mcft>«iofi  q/*  ^ifpreme 

and  Court  in  eases  qf  disputed  elections^  Evidence, 

Therry  J, 

In  an  action  for  trespass,  against  the  Speaker  and  Sergeant-at-Anns  of  the  Legis- 
lative Council,  for  ejectment  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  Council  Chamber,  held^  tfaa# 
although  the  question  of  membership  was  unavoidably  in  issue,  if  the  law  had 
specifically  provided  a  tribunal  for  the  determination  of  that  ^t,  the  decision  by 
that  tribunal  was  the  only  admissible  evidence  of  it ;  but  that,  if  the  Governor  and 
Council,  by  whom  the  question  of  the  vacancy  had  been  actually  decided,  had  not 
power  to  do  so,  no  evidence  was  admissible  to  impeach  the  plaintifTs  right,  for  in 
any  case  the  Court  had  not  the  power  to  entertain  the  question. 

A  jurisdiction  given  to  one  tribunal  is  ordinarily  to  be  taken  as  excluding  that 
of  any  other. 

Where  the  ElectonJ  Court,  established  under  the  authority  of  5  &  6  Vic.,  c.  76, 
s.  2,  has  jurisdiction,  as  it  has  in  respect  of  disputed  returns,  the  vacancy  of  a  aeafe 
is  to  be  determined  by  that  tribunal,  and  not  by  the  Governor  under  s.  11. 

Thb  facts  in  this  case  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the  Chief  Justice,  It 
was  argued  on  July  16  and  17,  and  the  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court 
delivered  by  their  Honors  severally  on  Sept  27.  The  plaintiff  appeared 
in  person,  and  Fost^  {Fisher  with  him)  for  the  defendants. 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  was  an  action  of  trespass,  against  the 
Speaker  and  Sergeant-at-Arms  of  the  Legislative  Council,  for  assaulting 
the  plaintiff,  he  being  then  an  elected  member  of  that  body,  and  removing 
him  from  the  Council  Chamber,  and  preventing  him  from  attending  the 
meeting  of  the  said  Council.  The  defendants  pleaded  in  justification, 
that  at  the  time  mentioned  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  member  of  the  Legis- 
lative Council,  but  a  stranger  then  being  in  the  said  Chamber  without 
the  permission  of  the  Council,  and  seated  in  the  place  exclusively  appro* 
priated  to  members ;  for  which  cause  the  first-mentioned  defendant,  as 
Speaker  of  the  said  Council,  in  pursuance  of  the  Standing  Kules  of  the 
House,  directed  the  Sergeant-at-Arms  to  remove  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
other  defendant  as  such  Sergeant  did  then  remove  him  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  replied,  that  at  the  time  when,  &c,,  he  was  a  member  of  the 
Council ;  and  on  this  allegation  issue  was  joined. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  July  19,  October  4,  1850,  cited  4  S.C.R.  20. 
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The  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  me,  at  the  Sittings  in  March  last ;        1850. 

when  it  appeared,  that  the  ejection  complained  of  was  consequent  on      Mabtin 

certain  resolutions  of  the  Legislative  Council,  terminating  in  a  vote  that  Nicholson 

the  plaintiff  was  not  duly  qualified,  in  respect  of  property,  and  in  the  c,     ,     ^  t 
,  ,     J,        ,  .  Stephen  Cj« 

issue  of  a  new  writ  for  the  election  of  another  member  in  his  stead. 

No  proceedings,  however,  having  been  taken  before  the  Electoral  Court, 
established  by  the  6  Yic.,  No.  16,  s.  36,  the  plaintiff  contended  that  he 
could  not  be  legally  displaced,  and  that  the  Council  had  no  authority  in 
the  matter.  He  consequently  persisted  in  retaining  his  seat ;  and  his 
removal  was  effected  accordingly,,  in  the  manner  stated  in  the  pleading& 
The  plaintiff  rested  his  case  at  the  trial  on  the  same  position.  He  denied 
the  authority  of  any  tribunal,  other  than  the  said  Electoral  Court,  to 
entertain  a  question  as  to  the  due  return  of  a  member,  whether  his  right 
to  sit  was  impeached  on  the  ground  of  his  election  being  void  or  not ; 
and  whether  the  Council  had  resolved,  or  not^  that  it  loaf  void.  He, 
th^efore,  at  the  outset  of  his  case  before  me,  submitted  that  no  evidence 
could  be  received,  as  to  his  want  of  the  required  property  qualification  ; 
and  offered,  in  case  I  should  think  otherwise,  at  once  to  admit  that  he 
had  not  that  qualification.  The  defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  main- 
tained that  I  was  bound  to  receive  such  evidence ;  that,  if  no  other 
tribunal  had,  yet  the  Legislative  Council  at  all  events  had  power,  to 
entertain  the  question  of  membership  ;  and  that,  as  that  body  had  enter- 
tained and  adjudicated  on  the  question,  and  decided  that  the  plaintiff 
had  no  qualification,  and  by  reason  thereof  was  not  a  member,  the 
facts  could  not  be  excluded  from  consideration,  by  this  or  any  other 
Court 

I  said,  that  I  did  not  see  how  I  could  refuse  the  proposed  evidence,  as 
to  the  fact  of  membership,  or  of  qualification,  as  involved  in  it,  inasmuch 
as  both  parties  had  raised  that  issue  on  the  record  of  the  trial ;  but  that, 
as  it  appeared  to  me,  the  adjudication  on  those  facts  by  the  Council,  how- 
ever material  in  one  respect,  was  not  a  judicial  act,  and  therefore  was 
neither  conclusive  of  it,  nor,  as  I  conceived^  evidence  on  the  question. 
I  consented,  however,  to  receive  all  their  proceedings  ;  in  a  view  to  the 
ultimate  decision  of  the  whole  case,  by  the  Court.  It  was  then  agreed  by 
both  parties,  in  effect,  that  every  fact  on  either  side  should  be  admitted ; 
that  the  several  proceedings  and  votes  of  the  Legislative  Council  should 
be  received,  subject  to  objection  to  their  admissibility,  as  on  a  trial ;  and 
a  verdict  for  forty  shillings  was  taken,  with  a  special  finding  of  several 
facts,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  whether,  on  the  facts  and 
finding,  subject  to  objection  as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover. 
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1850.  The  facts  thus  by  consent  found,  or  admitted,  or  which  appear  on  the 

Mabun      ^^^  ^^  ^^6  documents  put  in,  are  the  following : — ^That  the  plaintiff, 

.-     ^'  under  a  Writ  duly  issued,  was  returned  as  a  member  of  the  Council,  and 

NiCHOLSOX.  .  .  .  . 

took  his  seat  as  such,  and,  having  made  the  declaration  of  quali6cation 
required  by  law,  voted  as  such  Member  on  several  occasions.  That  after- 
wards a  petition  was  presented  to  the  Council  by  certain  Electors  of 
the  District  for  which  he  was  returned,  representing  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  quali6ed  ;  and  that  that  Petition  was  referred  by  the  House  to 
a  Select  Committee,  by  whom  evidence  was  taken  (that  is,  by  statements 
not  on  oath),  and  a  report  made  in  substance,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
qualified.  That  thereafter  the  Council  addressed  the  Governor,  trans- 
mitting a  copy  of  the  Report,  and  requesting  his  Excellency  to  take  such 
steps,  as  in  his  opinion  were  required  in  the  matter.  That  the  Governor, 
thereupon,  by  advice  of  the  Law  Officers,  referred  to  the  Council  the  ques- 
tion for  their  decision,  whether  the  plaintiff's  election  was  void ;  and  that 
the  Council  resolved,  in  reply,  that  it  was  void.  That  thereupon  the 
Governor,  being  satisfied  (as  his  Excellency  announced  to  the  House) 
that  the  seat  which  Mr.  Martin  was  elected  to  fill,  was  still  vacant, 
issued  a  Writ  for  a  new  election  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  ejected, 
until  after  those  several  proceedings,  and  after  notice  to  him  thereof. 
That  in  fact,  the  plaintiff  was  not  qualified;  but  that  no  proceedings 
were  ever  taken,  in  relation  thereto,  or  to  his  return,  before  the  Electoral 
Court ;  nor  was  there,  at  any  time,  any  Petition  to  the  Governor,  on 
which  any  such  proceeding  could,  by  law,  have  been  founded. 

These,  then,  are  the  matters  of  fact ;  and  the  following  are  the  enact- 
ments, in  connection  with  which  they  are  to  be  considered  :  The  present 
Legislative  Council  owes  its  existence,  to  what  is  commonly  termed  the 
Constitutional  Act,  of  5  and  6  Vic,  c.  76,  by  which,  it  is  to  be  composed 
of  thirty-six  members,  twenty-four  elected  by  the  Colonists,  and  twelve 
appointed  by  Her  Majesty.  By  s.  2  of  the  Act,  the  then  Colonial  Legis- 
lature is  empowered  to  make  all  necessary  provisions,  for  dividing  the 
Colony  into  Electoral  Districts,  and  appointing  the  number  of  members 
for  each,  and  compiling  lists  of  voters,  and  for  issuing,  executing,  and 
returning  the  Writs  for  the  Elections,  and  taking  the  Poll  thereat,  "  and 
for  determining  the  validity  of  all  disputed  Returns,"  and  otherwise 
ensuring  the  orderly  and  impartial  conduct  of  such  elections.  By  s.  8, 
no  person  '*  shall  be  capable  of  being  elected''  a  Member  of  the  Legisla- 
tive Council,  who  shall  not  be  of  full  age,  and  a  natural-bom  subject,  or 
naturalised,  or  not  legally  or  equitably  seized  of  an  estate  of  freehold  of 
the  yearly  value  of  £100,  or  of  the  value  of  £2,000,  above  all  incum- 
brances.    And  by  s.  9,  before  a  candidate  shall  be  capable  of  election, 
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has  not  coUusivelj,  or  colourablj,  obtained  the  lands,  for  the  purpose  of  Martin 
qualifying.  Then  comes  the  provisions,  on  which  (mainly,  if  not  cxclu-  _.  ^' 
sivelj)  the  course  taken  by  the  Governor,  and  the  Council,  in  this  case, 
appears  to  have  been  founded.  By  s.  1 1,  *^  whenever  it  shall  be  estab- 
lished to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Governor,  that  the  seat  of  any  elected 
Member  has  become  vacant,  the  Governor  (unless  other  provision  be 
made  in  that  behalf  by  the  Governor  and  Legislative  Council,  as  herein- 
before provided)  shall  forthwith  issue  a  Writ)  for  the  election  of  a  mem- 
ber to  serve  in  the  place  so  vacated,  during  the  remainder  of  the  term 
of  the  continuance  of  the  CounciL"  By  s.  15,  any  Member  of  the  Coun- 
cil, by  writing  under  his  hand,  may  resign  his  seat,  and,  upon  such  resig- 
nation, the  seat  shall  become  vacant.  By  s.  16,  if  any  member  shall 
absent  himself  for  two  Sessions,  or  take  any  oath  or  declaration  of  allegi- 
ance to  any  Foreign  State,  or  become  Insolvent,  or  rion  compos  mentis^ 
or  be  convicted  of  any  infamous  crime,  his  seat  shall  become  vacant  By 
8.  17,  if  any  appointed  Member,  designated  as  the  holder  of  a  Public 
Office,  shall  cease  to  hold  such  Office  his  seat  shall  become  vacant  Then, 
by  s.  1 8,  "  any  question  which  shall  arise  respecting  any  vacancy  in  the 
Council,  on  occasion  of  any  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  shall  be  heard  and 
determined  by  the  said  Council,  on  such  question  being  referred  to  them 
for  that  purpose  by  the  Governor,  and  otherwise." 

In  pursuance  of  the  Constitutional  Act,  an  Act  was  passed  by  the  late 
Legislative  Council,  being  the  6  Vic,  No.  16,  commonly  called  the 
<*  Electoral  Act,"  by  the  36th  section  of  which  provision  is  made  for  the 
creation  of  a  Court  "  for  the  trial  of  any  complaints  which  may  be  made 
by  the  Returning  Officers  of  the  several  Electoral  Districts."  By  s.  41, 
that  Court  is  to  ''have  power  to  enquire  into  all  cases,  which  may  be 
brought  before  it  by  the  Governor,  respecting  Disputed  Returns  of  Mem- 
bers to  serve  in  the  Council ;  whether  such  disputes  arise  out  of  an 
alleged  error  in  the  Return  of  the  Officer,  or  out  of  any  allegation  of 
Bribery  or  Corruption,  against  any  person  concerned  in  the  election,  or 
out  of  any  other  allegation  calculated  to  affect  the  validity  of  the 
Return."  By  s.  46,  all  complaints  of  the  undue  Return  of  Members 
shall  be  addressed  in  the  form  of  a  petition  to  the  Governor,  which  must 
be  from  a  Candidate  or  a  number  of  Voter?,  not  less  than  one-tenth  of 
the  whole  number  on  the  list,  and  must  be  presented  within  twenty-one 
days,  or,  in  certain  Districts,  within  thirty-six  days  after  the  day  of 
election.  All  such  Petitions,  by  s.  47,  are  to  be  referred  by  the  Governor 
to  the  Court  Lastly,  by  s.  48,  the  Court  in  hearing  and  deciding  on 
such  Petitions,  is  to  "  Receive  or  reject,  at  their  discretion,  any  evidence 
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Martin      attendance  of  witnesses,  and  to  examine  them  on  oath  ;"  and  if  the  Court 

..y     ^*'  shall  declare  that  any  person  was  not  daly  elected  who  was  retnmed  as 

Nicholson.  -^  ^  -^ 

elected^  the  person  declared  not  dalj  elected  shall  cease  to  be  a  member ; 
and  if  the  Court  shall  declare  any  person  to  have  been  elected,  who  was 
not  returned,  the  person  so  declared  shall  be  sworn  a  Member,  and  take 
his  seat  accordingly ;  and  if  the  Court  (erroneously  written  CouneU) 
shall  "  Declare  any  election  to  have  been  absolutely  Toid,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  Governor,  on  the  same  being  certified  to  him  by  the 
President  of  the  Court,  to  issue  a  new  writ  for  the  holding  of  another 
election." 

By  an  Act  of  Parliament  subsequently  passed  6  and  7  Vic.,  c.  74,  s.  2, 
the  Declaration  as  to  Qualification,  which  (as  we  have  seen)  was  required 
to  be  taken  before  the  election,  when  required,  is  dispensed  with  in 
respect  of  absent  Candidates ;  and  by  s.  3  every  elected  Member  is 
required  to  make  the  said  Declaration,  by  delivering  the  same  in  writing, 
with  particulars  of  the  property,  to  the  Clerk  of  the  House,  before  he 
shall  vote  or  sit  therein.  And  if  he  shall  not  be  qualified,  according  to 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  enactment  in  that  behalf,  "  his  elec- 
tion shall  be  void,  and  a  new  Writ  be  issued  to  elect  another  member  in 
its  stead." 

The  state  of  the  Term  paper  in  April  la^t  prevented  the  coming  on  of 
this  case  for  argument,  before  the  16th  July,  when  it  was  very  fully  dis- 
cussed, and  we  took  time  to  consider  of  our  judgment.  It  is  not  my 
intention  to  recapitulate  the  arguments,  for  they  have  been  already  very 
well  reported  elsewhera  I  shall  merely  mention  the  authorities  cited ; 
a  reference  to  some  of  which,  perhaps,  may  be  useful  on  a  future  occa- 
sion. Bac.  Ah.  Parliament^  B.  ibid,  Executors, 'E.I,  The  Statutes  of 
9  Anne,  c.  5  ;  and  33  Geo.  II,  c.  20 ;  also  10  Geo.  Ill,  c.  16 ;  JRaruanv. 
Dundas  (2) ;  the  2nd  InsU  468,478.  Several  cases  of  Election  Petitions, 
from  Ohamhei*^8  Law  ofEUctiona^  and  the  Reports  of  Cockhum  and  Hotoe, 
Knapp  and  OmbleTf  and  others.  The  Queen  v.  Corporation  of  Pem- 
broke (3) ;  Mr,  Southey^a  case  (4) ;  Tlie  King  v,  the  Mayor  of  Cambridge 
(5) ;  Bruyeres  v  Halcomb  (6) ;  also  Kielley  v,  Carson  (7).  It  is  neces- 
sary only  to  add  that  we  took  the  earliest  opportunity,  after  the  inter- 
vention of  the  Circuits  and  Sydney  Sittings,  of  conferring  together  on  the 
case  ;  and  that,  although  not  without  hesitation  on  my  part  as  to  one  of 
the  points  in  it,  the  following  is  the  result. 

(2)  3  Bing.  N.C.  149.        (3)  4  Jar.  Q.B.  317.        (4)  May's  Hoase  of  Commons 
340.        (5)  4  Burr.  2008.        (6)  3  A.  &  E.  381.        (7)  4  Moore  P.C.  63. 
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We  are  all  clearly  agreed,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  mere  issue  of  the        18S0. 
second  Writ,  although  before  the  ejection  of  the  plaintiff,  cannot  affect      Martin 
the  question  of  his  membership,  if  that  act  was  itself  in  point  of  law   ^     ^' 
unauthorised.     The  new  Writ,  at  whose  instance  soever  issued,  was 
founded  on  the  declaration  of  a  vacancy  in  the  seat  lately  before  filled  by 
the  plaintiff ;  and  if  no  such  vacancy  existed,  it  is  clear  that  the  Writ 
itself  could  not  operate  to  make  one.     On  the  other  hand,  we  conceive 
it  to  be  equally  clear  that  in  every  case  in  which  the  Governor  may, 
either  alone  or  in  conjunction  with  the  Council,  determine  the  fact  of  a 
vacancy  in  any  seat,  such  a  declaration  is  authoritative  and  judicial ;  so 
that  the  fact  of  such  vacancy  cannot  afterwards  or  elsewhere  be  con- 
troverted.    If,  however,'  neither  he  nor  they  had  power  to  determine 
that  question,  then  we  think  that  the  Writ  failed  to  operate  for  the 
want  of  such  a  power. 

It  occurred  to  me  at  the  trial  that  the  question  of  vacancy  (or,  in  other 
words,  of  membership)  was  unavoidably  in  contest,  because  such  was  the 
precise  issue,  in  terms  which  the  parties  came  prepared  to  try.  But  it 
did  not  follow  that  any  direct  evidence  of  the  fact,  or  of  circumstances 
tending  to  establish  the  fact,  was  therefore  admissible  as  in  an  ordinary 
case.  If  the  law  has  specifically  provided  a  Tribunal,  for  instance,  for 
the  determination  of  the  fact,  the  decision  by  that  Tribunal  would  be  the 
only  evidence  of  it.  And  if  the  Council,  or  the  Governor  acting  in  con- 
junction with  them,  had  power  to  determine  the  question,  his  or  their 
decision  would  alone  constitute  the  evidenca  If  any  other  could  be 
received,  a  different  conclusion  might  be  arrived  at  on  the  question ;  and 
results  the  most  embarrassing  would  ensue.  It  seems  but  reasonable, 
therefore,  as  it  is  certainly  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  law,  to  hold 
that  the  declaration  in  the  Writ,  in  this  case,  or  the  determination  by 
the  Council,  on  the  reference  to  them  by  the  Governor,  if  they  had  the 
power  assumed,  was  conclusive ;  and  the  issue  raised  on  the  record, 
therefore,  could  only  have  been  found  one  way. 

Supposing,  however,  that  the  Governor  and  Council  had  not  that 
|>ower,  would  not  evidence  on  the  question  of  vacancy,  irrespective  of 
any  such  declaration  or  decision,  then  be  receivable?  The  argument 
for  the  defendants  on  this  point,  and  for  the  admission  of  evidence  to 
show  the  want  of  qualification,  as  establishing  the  vacancy,  was  sub- 
stantially as  follows: — The  statute  says  that,  if  the  party  be  not  qualified, 
his  election  shall  be  void ;  or  (which  comes  to  the  same  thing),  according 
to  the  previous  enactment,  he  shall  be  incapable  of  being  elected.  The 
want  of  qualification,  avoids  the  election  from  the  commencement.     It 
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1850.  is  as  if  there  had  been  no  election.  But  if  there  was  no  election,  the 
Martin  plaintiff  was  no  member ;  and  his  complaint,  therefore,  is  at  an  end. 
The  plaintiff's  position,  on  the  other  hand,  is  this:  I  was,  in  fact, 
returned  as  a  member ;  I  took  my  seat ;  I  voted.  Here,  then,  is  the 
legal  evidence,  and  the  only  evidence  of  membership  ;  and  the  law  does 
not  permit  that  title  to  be  defeated  by  any  investigation  in  this  Couri^ 
because  it  has  provided  the  means  of  determining  the  question  elsewhere. 
Those  means  have  not  been  resorted  to ;  and  there  is  now,  therefore,  no 
admissible  evidence  to  impeach  my  right. 

I  agree  with  the  other  members  of  the  Court,  that,  for  the  reasons 
thus  submitted,  no  evidence  of  tlie  want  of  qualification  was,  in  thiscase, 
receivable.  We  have  already  said,  that,  if  the  Governor  and  Council 
had  power  to  entertain  that  question,  their  decision  on  it  must  (to  avoid 
conflict  of  jurisdictions)  be  regarded  as  conclusive.  Whether  they  had 
that  power  we  shall  consider  hereafter.  But  we  think  that,  at  all  events, 
this  Court  has  nob  the  power.  The  argument,  that,  as  the  question  was 
raised  on  the  record,  I  was  bound  to  try  it,  has  been  already  disposed 
of.  And,  whatever  force  may  have  been  in  that  argument  at  the  trial, 
the  course  eventually  taken  has  destroyed  it,  for  the  validity  of  the  plea, 
as  a  defence,  is  now  as  substantially  before  us  as  if  the  point  had  been 
taken  by  demurrer,  or  the  plaintiff  had  replied  specially,  by  way  of 
estoppel.  Now  the  plea  alleges,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  removal  com- 
plained of,  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  member  of  the  House,  but  a  stranger. 
The  question  is,  can  evidence  establishing  this  want  of  qualification  be 
received  in  a  court  of  law  (irrespective  of  any  previous  authoritative 
declaration,  by  the  House  or  any  other  tribunal)  to  show  that  his  election 
was  void,  and  so,  that  he  was  no  member.  If  such  evidence  were 
receivable,  let  us  for  a  moment  see  what  would  follow.  Every  de  facto 
member  of  the  Council,  however  long  he  may  have  occupied  his  seat, 
would  be  liable  to  challenge,  and  his  rights  of  membership  to  impeach- 
ment, at  the  will  and  pleasure  of  any  person  at  any  time.  Similar 
evidence  would  equally  be  admissible,  of  course,  to  establish  the  fact  of 
alienage,  or  infancy.  No  sitting  member,  under  such  a  state  of  things, 
could  ever  feel  secure  against  annoyance.  But,  suppose  the  question  of 
membership  to  have  thus  been  raised  and  decided  against  the  de  facta 
member,  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  What  then?  Will  the  decision 
deprive  him  of  his  seat  ?  Will  it  be  conclusive,  either  on  the  Council  or 
the  Governor  ?  If  not,  to  what  an  absurdity  is  the  question  reduced  ? 
Such  are  a  few  of  the  embarrassments  to  which  the  admission  of  the 
proposed  evidence  would  conduct  u& 
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The  solution  of  the  difficulty  is,  that  the  evidence  cannot  be  received,         1850. 


because  other  means  of  trying  the  question  of  membership  are  provided  ;  Martin 
that  is  to  say,  if  not  by  intervention  of  the  Council,  or  the  Governor,  -^iq^qu^q^^ 
yet  in  and  by  the  Electoral  Court.  By  the  Constitutional  Act,  if  a  Sie.)hen  C  J 
candidate  be  not  qualified,  he  cannot  be  elected ;  or,  in  the  language  of 
the  subsequent  statute,  his  election  will  be  void.  The  plaintiff,  there- 
fore, if  not  qualified,  was  not  duly  returned  as  a  member.  Such,  in 
fact,  was  the  very  argument  of  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff,  they 
urged,  was  never  truly  a  member  ;  for  by  express  provision  he  could  not 
become  one.  Buf,  if  so  (and  we  think  that  it  clearly  is  so),  what  was 
this  case  but  one  of  an  invalid  and  wrong  return  ?  In  perfect  strictness 
of  language,  perhaps,  it  may  be  said  ihat  still  it  was  not  a  ^^  disputed" 
return.  Substantially,  however,  and  within  the  true  intent  and  reason- 
able construction  of  the  Act^  any  objection  to  the  return  of  a  member, 
on  the  ground  of  nonqualification,  must  be  taken  to  make  the  return  a 
disputed  one.  It  is  little  to  the  purpose  to  say,  that,  in  fact,  there  was 
no  dispute  at  the  time.  There  may  or  there  may  not  have  been  ;  we 
have  nothing  before  us  on  the  point,  and  we  think  the  inquiry  wholly 
immaterial.  It  is  sufficient,  if  the  Electoral  Court  could  have  taken 
cognizance  of  such  a  dispute,  had  one  existed,  and  a  complaint  against 
the  return,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  have  been  duly  referred  to  them, 
and  as  to  this,  we  have  none  of  us  a  shadow  of  doubt. 

The  Court  is  constituted  (Electoral  Act,  6  Vic,  No.  16,  ss.  40  and  41) 

• 

to  try  "complaints  against  the  validity  of  returns";  and  it  has  power  to 
inquire  into  all  cases  **  respecting  disputed  returns,"  whether  the  dispute 
arises  out  of  error,  bribery,  or  "  any  other  allegation  calculated  to  affect 
the  validity  "  of  the  return.  Had  a  petition,  then,  been  duly  presented, 
from  the  proper  parties,  against  the  plaintiff's  return  in  this  case,  there 
can  be  no  question,  we  think,  as  to  the  power  of  that  Court  to  have 
entertained  and  adjudicated  on  the  matter.  And,  if  it  be  thought  worth 
while  to  object,  that  no  such  petition  was  presented,  the  answer  seems 
to  us  to  be  decisive,  that,  not  improbably,  in  such  cases  as  the  LegLslature 
has  made  no  provision  for  them,  no  remedy  was  intended  to  be  provided. 
Mr.  Grenville^s  Act,  10  Geo.  Ill,  c,  16,  confers  powers  similar  to  those 
of  the  Electoral  Court,  on  Committees  of  the  House  of  Commons  ;  who 
are  to  try  all  Petitions  **  complaining  of  undue  elections  or  returns." 
Now,  the  Election  Cases  cited  abundantly  prove  that  such  Committees 
try  all  questions  of  Qualification.  Yet,  by  33  Geo.  II,  c.  20,  the  elec- 
tion of  an  unqualified  person,  equally  in  England  as  in  this  colony,  is 
void.     If,  therefore,  no  formal  avoidance  of  the  seat  were  necessary  by 

2b 
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1850.        the  decision  of  that  Tribunal,  we  should  assuredly  have  found  some  esse 
^j^axiN      ^^  which  the  want  of  quali6cation  had  been  insisted  on  in  a  Court  of 

,,     ^'  law.     But  no  such  case,  we  venture  to  say,  can  be  produced. 

Nicholson.  ^  ^ 

Stephen  C.J.  The  question  is  not — ^it  will  be  observed — ^was  the  plaintiff  qualified, 
but  was  his  seat  vacant  f  And  if  we  cannot  legally,  and  as  a  matter  of 
right,  investigate  and  decide  the  latter  question,  the  plaintiff's  admis- 
sion, for  the  purposes  of  the  cause,  that  he  was  not  qualified,  will  not 
avail  to  give  us  the  power.  It  is  obvious  that  neither  proof  nor  admis- 
sion, in  this  Court,  of  a  cause  of  vacancy,  which  vacancy  we  cannot 
judicially  declare^  could  establish  that  there  was  such  a  vacancy. 

That,  notwithstanding  the  use  of  the  term  void^  or  the  words  capable 
of  being  elected,  in  the  Constitution  Act,  some  judicial  declaration  was 
thought  necessary,  to  defeat  an  election  and  return,  may  be  gathered 
from  the  Electoral  Act,  s.  48,  which  speaks  of  cases,  where  the  Court 
shall  declare  a  person  not  duly  elected,  and  cases  where  it  shall  declare 
any  election  to  have  been  void.  On  the  authority  of  the  cases  cited, 
from  4  Burr^  and  the  Jurist  (8),  it  must  be  conceded  that  a  voi^f  election 
will,  in  general,  be  regarded  as  no  election.  But  that  principle  does  not 
hold  in  any  case  where  the  law  has  provided  means,  as  here,  for  ascer- 
taining and  declaring  the  nullity.  And  the  well-known  principle  then 
applies,  that  a  jurisdiction  given  to  one  Tribunal,  is  ordinarily  to  be 
taken  as  excluding  that  of  any  other. 

We  come,  then,  to  the  only  remaining  question,  namely,  whether  the 
plaintiff's  seat  was  legally  declared  vacant,  because  of  his  non-qualifica- 
tion by  the  Governor  and  Legislative  Council.  In  other  words,  whether 
that  Body  or  the  Governor,  or  both,  had  power  efficaciously  to  declare 
such  vacancy.  If  they  had,  there  can  be  no  further  controversy ;  for 
the  power,  if  possessed,  has  been  duly  exercised.  Now  the  power  is 
claimed  in  respect  of  the  Governor,  as  given  by  the  Constitutional  Act, 
s.  11,  and  in  respect  of  the  Council,  under  the  same  Act,  s.  18.  The 
defendant's  counsel  claimed  it,  further,  on  what  was  asserted  to  be  a 
general  principle,  arising  from  the  alleged  necessity  of  the  case,  and  the 
reason  of  the  thing.  It  would  be  monstrous  to  suppose,  said  they,  that 
a  Pauper  or  an  Infant  could  be  returned,  and  the  Council  have  no  autho- 
rity to  declare  the  seat  vacant,  merely  because  a  wilful  or  careless  con- 
stituency perfectly  cognisant  of  the  fact,  may  forget  or  be  indifferent  to 
their  duty.  To  such  arguments,  we  need  only  give  this  answer :  that, 
however  desirable  the  existence  of  such  a  power  might  be  in  cases  of 

(8)  Rex  V,  Cambridge,  4  Barr,  2008,  and  Reg.  v.  Pembroke,  4  Jnr.,  Q.B.  317. 
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that  nature,  we  cannofc  attribata  it  to  the  Council,  or  to  the  Governor,         1850. 
tmless  we  find  it  within  the  four  comers  of  the  statute.     The  necessity      Mabtin 
for  its  existence,  most  certainly,  cannot  be  established  :  and  it  is  quite   ^,     ^* 
possible  vmXj  if  we  do  not  find  the  power  expressly  given,  the  Legislature 
may  have  meant  it  to  be  withheld. 

We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  power  contended  for  was  not  given.  It 
appears  to  us  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Electoral  Court  over  disputes 
and  complaints  respecting  an  improper  or  invalid  Return,  is  (in  accord- 
ance with  the  principle  already  intimated)  an  exclusive  one,  and  that, 
where  neither  an  opposing  candidate,  nor  the  requisite  number  of  electors, 
shall  |)etition  against  such  Return,  it  becomes  thenceforward  unimpeach- 
able. The  11th  section  of  the  Act,  tends  strongly  to  confirm  this 
opinion.  By  s.  2,  the  Colonial  Legislature  is  empowered  to  ''  make  all 
necessary  provisions ''  for  (among  other  things)  determining  the  validity 
of  disputed  Returns.  And  by  s.  11,  whenever  it  shall  be  established  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Governor,  that  the  seat  of  any  elected  Member 
has  become  vaeant,  he  is,  unless  other  provision  in  that  helialf  he  made^ 
us  thereinbefore  provided,  to  issue  a  new  writ.  Now,  there  is  no  pre- 
vious enactment  to  which  this  can  be  referred,  except  the  one  in  s.  2 
respecting  disputed  Returns.  On  this  subject  other  provision  has  been 
made,  that  is  to  say,  by  the  Electoral  Act.  Whence  it  follows;  that,  in 
cases  where  this  latter  provision  applies,  the  enactment  in  s.  11  does 
not.  In  other  words,  where  the  Electoral  Court  established  under  the 
authority  of  the  2nd  section,  has  jurisdiction,  as  it  has  in  respect  of  dis- 
puted Returns,  the  vacancy  of  a  seat  is  to  be  determined  by  that  tribunal, 
and  not  by  the  Governor.  But  for  that  reference,  indeed,  it  might  well 
be  doubted  whether  s.  11  contemplated  any  other  vacancy  than  those 
arising  by  matters  subsequent  cases,  that  is  to  say,  of  a  seat  once  filled, 
but  which  becomes  vacant. 

ft 

So  much  for  section  11,  and  the  power  of  the  Governor.  The  18th 
section  gives  a  similar  power  of  determining  certain  particular  questions 
of  vacancy  to  the  Council.  Those  questions  must  relate  to  some  vacancy 
{that  is,  alleged  vacancy)  arising  "  on  occasion  of  any  of  the  matters 
aforesaid."  It  clearly  is  not,  therefore,  every  occasion  or  cause  of  vacancy, 
which  can  be  determined  by  the  Council  under  this  section.  Referring,  then , 
to  the  three  preceding  sections,  in  which  sundry  such  causes  are  enume- 
rated, we  find  resignations,  absence  from  two  Sessions  of  the  Council, 
becoming  insolvent,  ceasing  to  ofiice  (where  appointed  by  reason  of  Ofiioe) 
and  other  ex  post  facto  matters,  mentioned.  And  hence  it  appears  to 
us,  to  be  the  true  and  only  reasonable  construction  of  the  enactment^ 


628  SUPREME  COURT  GASES. 

1850.  that  these  alone  were  the  matters  which  it  contemplated.   The  question, 

Martin  therefore,  of  a  vacancy  by  reason  of  non-qualification,  the  same  not  being 

.-     ^'  one  of  those  matters,  was  one  which  the  Governor  had  no  authority  to 
Nicholson.  •' 


Stephen  C.J. 


refer  to  the  Council,  and  on  which  they  had  not  the  power,  by  virtue  of 
such  reference  or  otherwise  of  adjudicating. 

Our  opinion  being  thus  with  the  plaintiff,  on  all  the  points  submitted 
to  us,  he  will  retain  his  verdict^  and  have  judgment  thereon. 

Dickinson,  J.  As  my  learned  Colleagues  consider  that  it  is  desir> 
able  that  each  member  of  the  Bench  should  deliver  his  own  views  on 
this  occasion,  I  have  only  to  say  that  I  have  had  the  advantage  of 
perusing  the  judgment  which  their  Honors  have  drawn  up  since  our  last 
consultation  upon  this  case,  and  that,  agreeing  with  each  of  them  in  sub- 
stance, and  being  unable  to  improve  the  form  in  which  they  have  pro- 
pounded their  opinions  in  their  respective  comprehensive  judgments,  I 
propose  merely  to  offer  a  few  remarks  upon  that  which  I  conceive  to  be 
the  most  striking  part  of  the  matter  in  dispute  before  us. 

Assumiug  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  election  not  to  have  been 
qualified,  yet  I  think  the  Returning  Officer  was  bound  (even  if  the 
plaintiff's  disability  had  been  pointed  out  to  him)  to  receive  all  the  votes 
tendered  for  him,  and  to  have  left  the  party  objecting  to  petition.  See 
Watson  on  Sheriff,  p.  310,  and  cases  cited  in  note  (3).  As  therefore  the 
plaintifi'  had  the  greater  number  of  votes,  it  was  the  Returning  Officer's 
duty  to  return  the  plaintiff,  i.6.,  to  notify  to  the  Council,  that  the  plaintiff 
had  been  chosen  by  the  electors  as  their  representative.  But  as  the 
plaintiff  was  not  a  proper  person  for  them  to  elect,  the  propriety  of  their 
choico  might  of  course  be  disputed,  &nd  as  the  only  evidence  of  that 
choice  was  the  officer's  return,  the  objection  to  the  plaintifi''s  capacity 
would  have  been  resolved  into  a  question  of  a  disputed  return.  This 
conclusion  seems  to  me  completely  borne  out  by  the  election  cases  cited 
during  the  argument. 

As,  then,  before  the  election  of  the  plaintiff,  a  Court  was  established 
for  determining  the  validity  of  all  disputed  i-etums,  and  therefore  a  pro- 
vision (respecting  a  vacancy  occasioned  by  absence  of  qualification)  was 
made  other  than  the  issuing  of  a  new  Writ,  upon  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Governor  that  a  vacancy  existed,  I  think  that  the  11th  section  of  the 
Statute  had  no  application  to  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case.  I 
am  also  of  opinion  that  the  18th  section  of  that  Statute  was  irrelevant 
to  this  matter.  For,  though  it  is  thereby  enacted,  that  any  question 
respecting  a  vacancy  "  on  occasion  of  any  of  the  matters  aforesaid  "  shall 
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be  determined  by  the  Legislative  Council,  if  referred  to  them,  I  think        1850. 

that  that  section  must  be  confined  to  the  cases  of  vacancy  mentioned  in      Martin 

the  sections  after  the  eleventh,  as  a  material  provision  of  the  latter  would   ^^     ^• 

.  '^  Nicholson, 

otherwise  be  repealed  by  the  18th  section,  and  the  provision  giving  the 

powers  already  mentioned  to  the  Electoral  Court  be  inoperative. 

Nolfir  as,  by  the  2nd  section  of  the  Constitutional  Act,  the  then  local 
legislature  was  empowered  to  make  ordinances^br  determining  the  validity 
of  all  disputed  returns^  and  as,  by  their  enactment  in  that  behalf,  they 
constituted  a  Court,  for  the  trial  of  complaints  against  the  validity  of 
returns,  and  prescribed  the  manner  in  which  such  complaints  should  be 
prosecuted,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  could  only  cease  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Council,  upon  the  declaration  of  that  Court  that  he  had 
not  been  duly  elected.  For  the  dispute  about  the  plaintiff's  eligibility 
was  (as  we  have  seen)  a  question  of  disputed  return,  over  which  that 
Court  had  jurisdiction. 

I  conceive  it  to  be  an  acknowledged  principle,  that,  when  the  law  has 
appointed  a  method  of  avoiding  an  act,  that  act  is  only  voidable,  and  not 
void  ah  initio ;  and  therefore  the  plaintiff's  election  was  only  voidable, 
though  "in  respect  of  the  de/easableness  ofiV^  by  section  48  of  the  Elec- 
toral Act,  the  Election  may  (by  reason  of  the  8  th  section  of  the  Consti- 
tutional Act)  be  considered  "a*  good  as  voidJ*  Bac.  Ah.  Void  and  Void- 
abley  B.C.  The  plaintiff  is  in  my  opinion  clearly  entitled  to  the  judgment 
of  the  Court,  for,  when  he  was  ejected  from  the  Council,  he  was  a  mem- 
ber of  it,  as  his  election  had  not  been  voided  by  judgment  of  the  Electoral 
Court. 

Therry,  J.  Concurring  as  I  do  in  the  general  views  exhibited  in  the 
judgments  of  the  Chief  Justice  and  Mr.  Justice  Dickitison^  yet,  in  a  case 
of  such  importance,  I  deem  it  right  to  state  the  opinion  impressed  indi- 
vidually on  my  own  mind  as  to  one  or  two  of  the  more  prominent  points. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  present  question  is  rightly  dealt  with,  by 
reference  to  the  Constitutional  and  Electoral  Acts  alone.  These  are  the 
exclusive  tests  by  which  it  is  to  be  decided,  and  it  is  quite  unnecessary 
to  encumber  the  case  by  any  reference  to  the  privileges  and  usages  of 
the  Parliament  of  England,  or  with  arguments  of  analogy  derived  from 
them.  Many  of  the  ancient  privileges  and  usages  of  Parliament  are, 
like  absolute  powers,  out  of  the  ordinary  line  and  course  of  our  law  and 
government.  Such  I  conceive  to  be  the  power  of  expulsion,  and  tho 
judicative  power  of  our  two  Houses.  But  it  cannot  be  contended  that 
such  powers  are  incident  to  the  Legislative  body  of  this  colony.     It  ia 


eao 


SXTPRna  OOUBT  OSkSSL 


Thtrry  J. 


186a  itself  a  creature  of  the  Fariiament  of  England,  and  is  inveated  with 
Mabtik  such  jurisdiction  alone  as  is  conferred  upon  it  bj  the  Act  that  created 
XicHOLsoK  ^^  ^^^  Legislatire  Council  possesses  the  power,  and,  I  apprehend,  only 
the  power,  like  the  rest  of  the  Queen's  subjects,  of  doing  what  the  law 
allows,  poteaias  fiKiendi  quiicquid  per  lega$  UceL  And  the  only  questioii 
to  be  determined  is,  whether  under  the  law  by  which  that  body  is 
constituted,  or  any  local  law  or  ordinance,  the  present  plaintiff  could  be 
deprived  of  his  seat  in  the  manner  in  which,  in  the  present  instance,  his 
seat  has  been  pronoanced  to  be  vacant  ? 

The  construction  of  the  Act  respecting  vacancies  occuring  under  the 
15  th,  16th,  and  17th  secticnas,  is  a  point  so  fully  gone  into  by  the  Chief 
JusHce^  that  I  will  not  enfeeble,  by  a  repetition,  what  he  has  said  upon 
the  subject  I  should  wish,  however;  to  address  some  observations  upon 
the  causes  whereby  vacancies  may  be  created  under  the  8th  section. 
The  causes,  by  which  in  that  section  the  seat  of  an  elective  member  may 
become  vacant,  are  disqualifications  that  render  a  person  altogether 
incapable  of  being  elected  a  member ;  in  other  words  his  election  is  void. 
But  whether,  in  any  case,  an  election  be  so  or  not,  is  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  determination  of  which  it  behoves  us  to  see  whether  any  and 
what  Legislative  provision  is  made.  Bj  the  2nd  section  of  the  Consti- 
tutional Act,  the  Local  Legislature  may,  among  other  things,  make  an 
ordinance  for  "  determining  the  validity  of  disputed  returns,"  and  by 
the  passing  of  the  Electoral  Act,  agreeably  to  the  provision  mentioned 
in  the  11th  section  of  the  Constitutional  Act,  an  ordinance  was  made 
for  that  purpose.  It  was  urged,  however,  that  the  present  case  eonld 
not  be  brought  within  this  Act,  as  it  was  not  a  case  of  disputed  return, 
since  neither  a  candidate  nor  a  sufficient  number  of  the  constituency 
presented  a  petition  ta  dispute  itb  But,  the  numerous  cases  cited  by 
the  plaintiff^  in  which  the  election  of  a  member  is  declared  void  by 
reason  of  an  insufficient  property  qualification,  prove  that  such  objec- 
tions  are  regarded  and  dealt  with  as  the  subject  matter  of,  or,  as  ques- 
tions in  the  nature  of  a  disputed  return.  In  the  present  instance, 
though  neither  the  constituency  nor  the  opposing  candidate  disputed 
the  validity  of  the  return,  the  Council  itself  proceeded  to  dispute  it, 
and  decide  upon  its  validity,  on  the  presentation  of  an  informal  petition 
— insufficient  for  the  purpose  of  any  legal  investigation — and  by  a  mode 
of  adjudication  for  which  no  sanction  can  be  found  in  the  enactments 
of  either  the  Constitutional  or  Electoral  Acts.  Either  then  it  was  a 
disputed  return,  or  it  was  not  so.  If  it  were  a  disputed  return,  the 
proper  steps  were  not  taken  to  obtain  an  adjudication  on  its  validity. 
If  it  were  not  a  disputed  return,  what  then  was  it  ?    Was  it  an  undue 
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election  ?    Even  so,  I  discover  nothing  in  the  Constitutional  or  Electoral  1850. 

Acts  to  sanction  such  a  procedure  as  that  by  which  the  plaintiff's  seat  Mabtut 

had  been  declared  to  become  vacant.     The  mere  return  itself,  indeed,  _     ^' 


is  nothing  more  than  a  declaration  made  bj  the  Returning  Officer,  or 
information  furnished  that  a  certain  person  was  duly  elected,  that  is, 
that  he  had  a  majority  of  votes.  The  return  is,  as  it  were,  but  a  conse- 
quence of  the  election  as  is  plainly  indicated  by  the  language  of  the 
48th  section  of  the  Electoral  Act,  which  enacts  that  "  if  the  Court  shall 
declare  that  any  person  was  not  duly  elected  who  was  returned  by  the 
Returning  Officer,  that  person  shall  cease  to  be  a  member ; "  but,  there 
is  nothing  in  that  or  any  other  act  that  says  he  shall  cease  to  be  a  mem- 
ber by  any  other  mode  of  trial  or  by  the  sentence  of  any  other  Court 
than  in  the  mode,  and  by  the  Court  which  the  Act  constitutes  for  the 
purpose.  It  would  appear  then  that  such  a  case  as  the  present  has  been 
omitted  to  be  provided  for,  and  for  such  omission  a  Court  of  law  cannot 
supply  a  remedy. 

The  official  return  by  the  Returning  Officer  may  be  indisputably 
correct,  but  that  does  not  exclude  the  consideration  of  any  allegation 
calculated  to  affi^ct  its  validity.  Whether  a  party  be  of  age  or  not,  or 
whether  he  be  qualified  or  not,  as  to  property  or  otherwise,  as  required 
by  the  8bh  section,  is  a  matter  for  judicial  investigation.  It  cannot  be 
decided  hastily,  as  it  were,  on  view.  But  if  a  tribunal  be  appointed  to 
determine  it,  to  that  tribunal  the  question  must  be  submitted.  The 
election,  though  declared  to  be  void,  is  not  absolutely  void,  but  voidable 
"  because  the  law  has  appointed  an  act  to  be  done  to  avoid  it"  (See 
BacorCa  Abridgment^  title,  "  Void  and  Voidable^^*  marginal  note,  vol.  8, 
p.  176).  The  act  to  be  done  in  such  a  case  is  the  putting  in  operation 
the  machinery  by  which  the  tribunal  is  created,  competent  to  decide 
whether  or  not  the  election  is  void.  From  a  non-observance  of  the 
preliminary  steps  requisite  for  its  construction,  the  objects  for  which  it 
was  designed  may  be  defeated.  The  machinery  may  not  be  judiciously 
adapted  for  the  purpose  of  providing  for  all  the  exigencies  which  it  was 
intended  to  mest.  Yet,  if  it  be  the  tribunal,  and  the  only  one  under 
the  Act,  appointed  to  determine  such  a  question,  no  assuming  authority 
in  any  other  quarter  is  competent  to  decide  it. 

Here,  then,  is  a  tribunal  appointment  to  decide  the  question  now  at 
issue,  whether  plaintiff  was  a  member  or  no  member  ? — and  I  cannot 
discover  that  in  either  or  both  of  the  branches  of  the  Legislature  such 
a  power  is  lodged.  It  may  be  very  convenient  and  proper,  no  doubt,  that 
in  the  event  of  a  sufficient  number  of  the  constituency  not  complaining 
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Martin      lior  in  conjunction  with  the  Council,  should  take  the  matter  up  and — 
Nicholson    pfoprio  motUf — get  rid  of  a  disqualified  member  by  declaring  his  seat  to 

be  vacant     Suffice  it  to  say,  however,  the  present  law  does  not  confer 
Theny  J.  j>  >  r 

that  power  on  either  the  Governor  or  the  Council,  or  on  both  conjointly. 
It  throws  the  ptivilege  and  duty  of  complaint  upon  the  constituency,  or 
on  a  candidate  at  the  election,  and  if  the  constituency  or  candidate  fail 
in  the  exercise  of  that  privilege  and  doty  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
law,  there  is  no  provision  in  the  Act  for  the  delegation,  substitution, 
or  assumption  of  it. 

The  material  questions  for  us  to  consider  and  decide  are  whether,  in 
the  absence  of  such  a  power  or  provision  by  legal  enactment,  extending 
the  jurisdiction  over  allegations  affecting  the  validity  of  a  return  beyond 
the  Court  to  which  the  Act  restricts  it,  it  is  legally  competent  for  any 
other  party  to  exercise  it]  And  (what  still  more  immediately  concerns 
us)  is  it  competent  or  becoming  in  this  Court  to  insert,  as  it  were,  a 
new  section  into  the  Statute  Book,  and  declare  that  the  Governor  and 
Council  possesses  a  power  to  deal  with  a  question  which  we  see  is 
entrusted  to  the  Electoral  Court  1 

To  the  proposition  then,  that  it  is  desirable  and  expedient  that  the 
Legislative  Council  and  Governor  should  possess  a  concurrent  jurisdiction 
with  the  Electoral  Court  in  such  cases  as  the  present,  I  can  only  say 
that  the  Statute  does  not  contain  any  such  enactment.  It  is  a  casus 
omissus,  and  that  case  can  only  be  provided  for  by  fre&h  legislation,  by 
colonial  legislation,  if  its  powers  are  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  attain 
the  object,  if  not,  by  the  intervention  of  the  Imperial  Legislature.  Thus 
we  find  in  Comt/ris  Digest,  of  Parliament,  R.  13,  citing  Jones  v.  Smart 
(9),  a  casus  omissus  can  in  no  case  be  supplied  by  a  court  of  law,  for 
that  would  be  to  make  laws.  And  again,  **  If  the  words  of  the  Statute 
do  not  extend  to  a  mischief  which  rarely  happens,  they  shall  not  be 
extended  by  an  equitable  construction  to  that  mischief,  but  the  case  is 
to  be  considered  as  a  casus  omissus,  for  the  objects  of  statutes  are  mis- 
chiefs "  quae  frequentius  accidunt,^^  Bacon  Ab.,  (vol.  7,  page  461.)  Tit. 
StaL,  J.  6,  citing  Bole  v,  Iloi'lon  (10). 

The  7th  and  8th  Vic,  c.  74,  enacts  that  if  a  sitting  member  be  not 
qualified  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  Constitutional 
Act,  his  election  shall  be  void,  so  that  the  person  elected  shall  cease  to 
be  a  member.     For  that  purpose  we  are  obliged  to  refer  back  to  the 

(9)  1  Term  Reports  52.  (10)  Vaughn  373. 
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fact  of  qualification  or  not,  on  complaint  or  petition  made,  as  is  by  that      Mar^n 

Act  required.  .-     *'• 

^  NicHOLsoy. 

On  reviewing  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  law  in  reference     Therry  J, 

to  them,  it  will  be  found  that  they  establish  the  following  positions  : — 

1st  That  before  a  new  writ  shall  issue  for  the  election  of  a  member  to 

serve  in  a  vacated  place,  it  shall  be  established  to  the  satisfaction  of 

the  Governor,  that  the  seat  of  the  member  hath  become  vacant.     2nd. 

Bat  that  this  does  not  apply  to  cases  in  which  other  provision  has  been 

made  in  that  behalf ;  and  that  such  other  provision  has  been  so  made 

by  the  Electoral  Act,  whereby  the  mere  satisfaction  of  the  Governor  in 

cases  of  disqualification  arising  under  the  8th  section,  ceases  to  be  the 

test,  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  seat  of  an  elective  member  hath 

become  vacant.     3rd.  That  with  reference  to  the  class  of  cases  coming 

under  that  action,  which  specifies  the  disqualifications  which  render  a 

person  incapable  of  being  elected,  the  mode  of  determining  whether  the 

seat  of  any  such  member  hath  become  vacant  is  by  having  the  case 

brought  before  the  Electoral  Court  by  the  Governor,  under  the  provisions 

of  the  Electoral  Act,  that  Court  being  the  only  statutory  tribunal  for 

the  purpose.     On  that  Court  declaring  the  election  to  have  been  void, 

and  on  the  same  being  certified  to  him  by  the  President  of  the  Courts  the 

Governor  may  issue  a  writ  for  a  new  election. 

As  the  President's  Certificate,  then,  is  the  test  for  determining,  in 
such  cases,  that  the  seat  of  an  elective  member  hath  become  vacant, 
such  certificate  would  have  been  the  only  legally  admissible  evidence, 
under  the  issue  at  this  trial,  to  determine  that  the  plaintiff  was  not,  or 
had  ceased  to  be  a  member. 

Since  then  the  Council,  either  alone  or  conjointly  with  the  Governor, 
can  merely  exercise  powers  conferred  upon  them  respectively  by  the  law, 
and  since  the  power  exercised  in  this  instance  in  determining  the  seat 
to  be  vacant  is  not  so  conferred,  the  act  of  ejecting  the  plaintiff  after  his 
return,  when  he  was  de  facto  a  member,  and  before  there  was  any 
adjudication  by  the  tribunal  alone  appointed  to  determine  that  he  was 
de  jure  not  so,  by  reason  of  his  election  being  void,  was  an  act  not  done 
under  the  sanction  of  legally  qualified  authority,  and  therefore  judgment 
on  this  record  must  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff. 

Verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Stephen  C.J. 

Dichmaon  J. 

and 
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HANNAN  V.  COOPER  ahd  another.  (1) 

Trespcus,  quare  elauaum  /regit — Ri^  qf  way — Evidence  — Pltm — Pleading — Neio 
asaiffnment—JSieply  de  injurid^Averments  m  ciggravcUum. 

The  declaration  was  in  trespass,  that  the  defendants  broke  and  entered  the 
plaintiff's  close,  trod  down  the  grass,  and  prostrated  the  fences  thereof,  &c.,  and 
referred  to  a  plan  annexed,  in  which  the  close  in  question  was  coloured  pink,  and 
divided  into  two  parts  by  a  space  coloured  brown,  described  as  a  highway.  The 
defendants  pleaded  the  General  Issue,  and  as  to  the  breaking  and  entering  the 
dose  and  prostrating  the  fences,  that  they  entered  because  there  was  a  highway 
over  the  close,  and  prostrated  the  fences  because  they  obstructed  that  way.  To 
the  latter  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  de  injurid. 

Held,  the  defendants  might  have  pleaded  merely  to  the  breaking  and  entoing 
the  closer  considering  the  other  averments  as  but  matters  of  aggravation,  in  which 
case  the  plaintiff  must  have  new  assigned  ;  but  having  treated  .the  enumeration  oi 
trespasses  as  substantive,  the  defendants  were  bound  to  show  a  justification  coex- 
tensive, and  to  prove  that  the  alleged  way  was  obstructed  by  the  fences  broken  by 
them. 

The  replication  de  h^urid  raised  two  issues,  viz.  : — ^The  existence  of  tiie  cuusi 
mentioned  in  the  second  plea. 

If  the  plaintiff  had,  by  two  replications,  split  the  second  plea,  and  so  traverasd 
the  way  in  one  replication,  and  the  obstruction  of  the  way  by  the  fences  in  the 
other,  then  the  defendants  ought  to  have  succeeded,  on  the  first,  according  to 
Webber  v.  Sparkes  (2),  because  he  proved  a  way,  and  excused  his  entry  ther^y, 
while  the  plaintiff  did  not  new  assign  ;  on  the  second  the  ^'erdict  should  have  been 
for  the  plaintiff,  according  to  Bond  f .  DotmUon  (3),  for  it  was  fonnd,  practically^ 
by  the  jury,  that  there  was  no  way  where  the  fences  were  prostrated,  and  the 
replication  de  injurid,  being  a  substantial  denial  of  the  matters  in  the  second  plea, 
did  not  make  the  proof  of  those  matters  different  to  what  would  have  been  required 
by  a  traverse  in  terms  in  separate  replications. 

Although,  following  the  direction  of  the  judge,  the  jury  had  found  on  both 
issues  for  the  plaintiff,  the  verdict,  for  20a.,  should  not  under  the  circumstances  be 
disturbed. 

The  existence  of  a  way  was  proved  by  the  ^n, 

V 

This  case  was  argued  before  the  full  Court,  July  23,  and  the  reserved 
judgment  delivered,  October  2,  by — 

Dickinson,  J.     This  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  gro«nd  of 
misdirection  by  mysdf  on  the  trial,  which  took  place  in  June  last 

The  misdirection  complained  of  was,  that  I  erroneously  informed  the 
jury  of  the  issue  they  were  sworn  to  try. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  July  24,  October  10,  1850. 
(2)  10  M.  and  W.  485.  (3)  2  A.  &  E.  26. 
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complained  "  that  t^e  defendants  brok^  and  entered  his  close  ";  broke  Hankak 
open  and  spoiled  certain  gates  and  fences,  and  the  locks,  staples,  and  qqqp^j, 
hinges  of  those  gates ;  trod  down  the  corn  and  grass  in  the  said  close  ; 
and  prostrated  portions  of  tJie  fences  standing  tJiereon.  The  declaration 
(according  to  a  rule  of  this  Court)  instead  of  giving  the  close  a  name  or 
stating  its  abuttals,  described  it  by  reference  to  a  coloured  plan  annexed, 
on  which  were  marked  two  spaces  coloured  pink,  divided  by  a  narrow 
space  coloured  brown.  By  inspection  of  the  plan,  the  two  spaces 
coloured  pink  and  that  coloured  brown  appeared  to  be  portions  of  the 
same  piece  of  land.  On  the  plan  it  is  stated  "  that  it  is  the  one  referred 
to  by  the  declaration,  and  that  the  part  coloured  pink  comprises  the 
lociu  in  quo"  On  the  plan  the  space  coloured  brown  is  described  as  a 
portion  of  the  highway  from  Sydney  to  Ulawarra. 

The  defendants  pleaded  first  the  General  Issue.  Secondly,  as  to  the 
breaking  and  entering  the  close,  and  prostraMfng  the  fences^  that  they 
entered  the  close  because  there  was  a  highway  over  it,  and  that  they 
prostrated  the  fences,  because  they  were  obstructing  that  way. 

The  plaintiff  to  the  latter  plea  replied,  de  inQvHi^  to  which  the  defen- 
dant rejoined  by  the  common  similiter. 

At  the  trial  there  was  abundant  evidence  that  the  defendants  on 
several  occasions  claimed  a  right  across  the  close,  and  that  on  a  day 
before  the  action  was  brought,  they  broke  down  several  yards  of  the 
plaintiff's  fencing.  There  was  e^'idence  that  there  was,  at  some  distance 
from  the  spot  where  the  fencing  was  broken  by  the  defendants,  such  a 
highway  as  was  represented  on  the  plan  by  the  brown  coloured  space 
but  that  it  was  separated  by  fences  on  either  side  from  the  two  spaces 
coloured  pink,  so  that  the  latter  formed  two  distinct  enclosures,  and  the 
way  between  was  not  only  not  obstructed,  but  was  rather  indicated  by 
those  fences.  The  struggle  was  to  prove  that  the  part  of  the  fence  which 
was  broken  stood  on  and  was  obstructing  anoHier  highway  over  the 
plaintiff's  close. 

After  referring  the  Counsel  to  TayiLor  v.  Cols  (4),  and  Phillips  v. 
Howgaie  (5),  and  mentioning  to  them  that  I  felt  embarrassed  by  the 
replication  de  injwridy  I  told  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first 
issne ;  and  also  to  deliver  their  verdict  for  the  same  party  on  the  second 
issue,  unless  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  defendants  had  proved  a 

(4)  3  T.  B.  292.  (5)  &  &  Aid.  220. 
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Hannan     ^^  standing  on  and  ohstructing  the  same  way.     The  jury  delivered  a 
^*  verdict  on  hoth  issues  for  the  plaintiff,  with  20s.  damages. 

Dickinson  J  ^^  account  of  this  direction,  the  defendants  during  last  term  applied 
for  a  new  trial.  Mr.  Foster  and  Mr.  DarvaU  argued  in  support  of  the 
motion,  the  Solicitor-General  and  Mr.  Broadhurst  supported  the  verdict. 

On  argument,  the  learned  Counsel  for  the  defendants  contended  that 
the  plaintiff,  by  his  declaration,  had  merely  complained  that  the  defen- 
dants entere<l  his  close,  and  had  trod  down  some  grass  and  had  broken 
eome  fencing  thereon.  That  the  injuries  to  the  grass  and  fencing  were 
matter  of  aggravation  ;  but  if  substantive  as  judged,  then  the  declaration 
gave  no  information  as  to  the  positions  of  the  broken  fence  and  trodden 
grass,  nor  fixed  the  locality  of  the  trespasses  by  the  mention  of  the  grass 
and  fences.  That  as  the  plaintiff  had  not  newly  assigned,  but  only  tra- 
versed the  excuse  mentioned  in  the  second  plea,  his  replication  was  in 
effect  *'  that  the  defendants  had  no  such  excuse  as  they  stated  in  their 
plea  for  such  trespasses  as  they  therein  admitted."  That  the  excuse 
mentioned  in  the  second  plea  was  that  there  was  a  highway  over  the 
plaintiffs  close,  and  that  the  fences  broken  were  obstructing  that  way. 
That  the  application  de  injurid  did  not  put  in  issue  the  averment  in  the 
plea  t^uzt  the  defendant  broke  down  the  fencing  which  stood  on  the  tcay 
claimed  by  him.  That  at  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  his  close  was 
fenced  all  rounds  and  the  defendants  adduced  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
that  they  had  a  right  of  way  over  the  close,  so  that  some  fencing  must 
necessarily  have  stood  upon  that  way,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  should 
have  newly  assigned  the  breaking  of  the  fence  at  any  other  portion  of 
the  close  than  on  the  said  way.  That  if  the  plaintiff  meant  to  contend 
that  the  defendants  had  broken  other  fencing  than  that  mentioned  in 
the  plea,  they  ought  to  have  newly  assigned,  or  to  have  newly  assigned 
and  also  put  the  defendants'  excuse  in  issue.  That  if  the  plaintiff  meant 
to  contend  that  the  fencing  broken  down,  was  not^  as  complained  of  in 
the  declaration,  on,  but  out  of,  the  road  claimed  by  the  defendants,  he 
should  have  told  defendants  so  by  a  new  assignment^  and  not  put  them 
to  the  expense  and  trouble  of  proving  such  facts  as  they  alleged  for 
excess  in  their  second  plea.  That  although  the  declaration  was  general 
as  to  the  fences,  the  plea  narrowed  the  description  of  them  to  such  por- 
tion as  obstructed  the  way  proved ;  and  that  if  the  plaintiff  did  not  mean 
to  assent  to  such  limitation,  he  should  have  apprised  the  defendants  by 
a  new  assignment,  that  his  declaration  embraced  more  than  was  admitted 
by  the  second  plea.  TJiat  the  issue  joined  on  the  second  plea  neither 
comprised  the  commission  nor  the  manner  of  committing  the  trespasses 
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been  misled  into  supposing  that  they  ought  to  find  for  the  defendants,      Hannan  i 


unless  they  were  satisfied  that  the  fences  broken  were  obstructing  a 
highway,  although  the  defendants  proved  that  there  was  such  a  way 
over  the  close. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  in  effect  contended  that  the  plea  alleged  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  defendants  had  a  right-of-way  over  the  close,  and  that 
they  knocked  down  the  fences  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  becatise  they 
were  obstructing  their  exercise  of  that  right.  That  the  obstruction  of 
the  way  was  clearly  the  matter  of  excuse  set  up  by  the  plea,  for  if  the 
fences  were  not  obstructing  the  way,  the  defendants  had  no  excuse  for 
knocking  them  down.  That  the  matter  of  excuse  was  put  in  issue  by 
the  replication  de  injurid,  of  which  the  gist  was,  as  contended  by  the 
defendant's  counsel,  that  the  defendants  without  the  cause,  i.e.,  matter* 
ofexctise  alleged  by  them  committed  the  trespasses.  That  the  plaintiff 
by  his  replication  (confessedly  an  informal  one)  said  in  effect,  '^  I  deny 
your  right  of  way,  but  even  supposing  that  yon  have  it,  I  deny  that  the 
fences  which  you  knocked  down  obstructed  it."  That  upon  the  issue, 
therefore,  the  obstruction  of  the  way  was  the  principal  question,  and  the 
proof  of  it  lay  upon  the  defendants.  That  the  necessity  of  a  new  assign- 
ment must  depend  not  only  upon  the  pleadings,  but  also  on  the  facts  of 
a  case,  as  its  object  is  to  correct  a  probable  mistake  into  which  the 
defendant  may  have  fallen  by  confounding  the  acts  complained  of  with 
other  acts  which  he  has  committed ;  and  that  wherever  therefore  a 
defendant  Itas  exercised  an  admitted  right  over  a  plaintiff's  property, 
and  the  plaintiff  afterwards  brings  an  action  against  him  apparently  for 
that  exercise  of  right,  the  defendant  may  plead  his  nght,  and  the  plaintiff 
must,  by  a  new  assignment,  show  that  he  proceeds  for  some  act  not 
covered  by  the  right. 

The  following  cases  and  authorities  were  cited  and  referred  to  upon 
the  argument : — Sayre  v,  Rochford  (6)  ;  Taylor  v,  Cch  (7) ;  Spilsbury  v, 
Micklethtvaite  (8)  ;  Penn  v.  Ward  (9) ;  Timothy  v,  Simj)son  (10) ;  Baiilie 
V.  Kelt  (11);  Nashv.  Welch  {li)\  Neville  v.  Cooper  (13);  Phillips  v. 
Uouxfate  (14);  Cowling  v,  Higginson  (15);  Webber  v.  Sparkes  (16); 
Bracegirdle  v.  Peacock  (17)  ;  and  the  two  following  cases  in  that  volume ; 
Boicen  v.  Jenkin  (1^);  Rogers  v,  CuMance  ((19);  Chitty  on  Pleading, 
New  Assignment, 

(6)  2  Wm.  Bl.  1165.  (7)  3  T.  R.  292.  (8)  1  Taunt.  146.  (9)  2  C.  M.  & 
R.  338.  (10)  1  0.  M.  &  R  757.  (U)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  638.  (12)  8  East.  394. 
(13)  2  C.  &  M.  329.  (14)  6  B.  &  Aid.  220.  (15)  4  M.  &  W.  245.  (16)  10  M. 
&  W.  485.      (17)  8  Q.B.  174.      (18)  6  A.  &  E.  911.       (19)  1  Q.  B.  77. 
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1850.  We  have  considered  the  ai^mentB  urged  before  us  on  either  «ide,  aad 


Hakkan     ^a^g  consaUed  the  authorities  then  cited,  and  also  several  others,  amongst 
*•  them  RoberUon  u  GaniHet  (20),  to  which  we  have  subsequently  here 

referred.  Upon  inspection  of  the  plan  together  with  the  explanatory 
writing  upon  it,  we  think  the  two  spaces  coloured  pink,  with  the  inter- 
vening space  coloured  brown,  might  by  the  defendant  be  assumed  to 
describe  the  one  close  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  that  the  brown 
space  represents  a  road  across  it ;  or  else  the  defendants  might  have  been 
embarrassed,  by  the  plaintiff  having  in  the  declaration  described  the 
close  bj  reference  to  a  chart,  containing  a  delineation  of  two  i^Mtoes 
coloured  pink,  with  a  written  explanation  that  the  '^part"  coloured 
pink  comprises  the  lociie  in  quo.  The  two  spaces  on  the  chart  might 
have  embarrassed  the  defendants,  unless  (by  adopting  the  plaintiff's 
assertion  that  they  represented  the  locus)  they  were  allowed  to  consider 
and  deal  with  them  as  one^  which  they  obviously  could  not  do,  unless 
the  intervening  space,  coloured  brown,  was  also  considered  as  a  portion 
of  the  same  space  in  which  they  were.  As,  moreover,  it  appeared  in  tlie 
evidence  that  the  road  to  Illawarra  from  Sydney  was  in  the  direction 
indicated  by  the  chart,  we  think  that  it  appeared  in  the  evidence  that 
there  was  a  highway  over  the  plaintiff's  close,  but  not  that  any  fences 
were  obstructiug  it  We  also  think  that  it  was  a  matter  for  the  jury  ; 
under  the  issue  joined,  they  would  have  been  warranted  in  finding  that 
there  was  no  way  over  the  close  at  the  place  where  the  defendant  broke 
the  fence. 

Upon  these  pleadings  and  with  reference  to  the  facts  declared  in 
evidence  at  the  trial,  the  question  has  arisen,  whether  the  issue  joined 
on  the  replication  de  injurid^  has  involved  not  only  the  denial  of  the  way 
mentioned  in  the  plea,  but  also  the  alleged  obstruction  to  it. 

For  the  solution  of  the  question  before  us,  we  propose  to  consider  the 
nature  and  effect  of  a  new  assignment,  as  the  point  of  the  defendant's 
argument  is,  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  resorted  to  that  proceeding. 
A  new  assignment  is  a  form  of  averment  by  which  a  plaintiff  explains 
to  a  defendant,  that  though  his  plea  may  contain  matter  of  excuse  for 
such  wrongs  as  are  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  it  is  no  answer  for  the 
injury  therein  intended  to  be  signified.  It  calls  on  defendant  to  answer 
another  siuih  cause  of  complaint  as  is  mentioned  in  the  declaration, 
besides  that  which  the  defendant  excuses  by  his  plea.  It  says,  *'  you 
have  excused  sucli,  a  wrong  as  is  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  but  not 
the  Mme  wrong."  A  new  assignment  therefore  is  substantially  a  traverse 
of  the  quae  est  eadem^  but  as  it  does  not  deny  it  in  terms,  it  is  obviously 

(20)  16  M.  &  W.  289. 
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an  exception  to  the  rule  of  pleading,  that  every  proceeding  on  a  record  1850. 
should  confees  and  avoid  the  whole  of,  or  traverse  in  its  terms  a  material  Hannan 
fact  in  the  last  preceding  statement.  Now  as  "  the  substantial  rales  of 
pleading  are  founded  in  strong  sense,  and  in  the  soundest  and  closest 
logic,"  we  cannot  be  surprised  that  a  proceeding  so  exceptional  to  them 
as  a  new  assignment,  should  be  the  most  embarrassing  part  of  the  whole 
83rstem.  This  exception,  however,  has  been  engrafted  on  the  rules  of 
pleading,  because  it  has  been  considered  in  some  instances  that  the  grand 
object  of  pleading,  viz.,  to  inform  an  adversary  and  the  court,  is  more 
likely  to  be  effected  by  this  breach  than  by  the  rigid  observance  of 
them.  The  necessity  for  the  exception  has  arisen  from  the  inadequacy 
of  one  set  of  wards  to  indicate  to  a  party  which  of  several  transactions 
equally  describable  by  it,  is  intended  by  his  opponent.  If,  in  such  a 
case,  a  defendant  offers  an  excuse  for  one  of  such  transactions,  it  would 
be  unfair  for  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  dispute  depend  on  the  defendant 
proving  that  it  was  the  one  which  the  plaintiff  intended  to  complain  of 
in  his  declaration.  Justice,  therefore,  demands  that  the  plaintiff  should 
explain  to  him  that  he  is  proceeding  for  another  than  the  one  the 
defendant  excuses,  and  give  him  an  opportunity  of  answering  the  second 
instance  to  which  he  is  referred.  Now,  a  defendant  may  wholly  mistake 
a  declaration,  as  in  trespass  for  assault  and  battery,  wherein  the  plaintiff 
states  usually  that  the  defendant  made  an  assault  on  him.  If,  in  such 
a  case,  the  defendant  has  made  two  assaults  on  the  plaintiff — one  under 
excusable  circumstances,  and  another  which  was  unjustifiable — ^he  may, 
as  the  words  of  the  declaration  are  equally  applicable  to  both  assaults, 
apply  his  defence  to  that  for  which  he  has  an  excuse.  The  plaintiff, 
therefore,  instead  of  denying,  in  terms,  that  the  assault  justified  is 
identical  with  that  complained  of,  must  explain  to  the  defendant  by  a 
new  assignment  that  he  did  not,  by  his  declaration,  intend  the  one  the 
defendant  mentioned  in  his  plea,  but  another  like  it.  By  this  new 
assignment,  he  tells  the  defendant,  "  For  the  purposes  of  this  suit  I  will 
not  deny  that  you  committed  an  assault,  under  the  excusable  circum- 
stances you  mention,  and,  therefore,  you  need  not  prepare  yourself  to 
prove  those  circumstances  at  the  trial ;  but  I  explain  to  you  that,  by 
my  declaration,  I  meant  to  complain  of  another  assault  than  the  one 
committed  under  the  circumstances  you  have  mentioned  in  your  plea ; 
and  I  now  call  upon  you  to  answer  the  second  assault  by  pleading  to 
this  new  assignment  as  if  it  were  a  declaration  in  a  second  action,  or  a 
second  count  of  the  declaration  in  this  action."  Again,  the  defendant 
may  apply  his  plea  only  to  part  of  the  wrongs  intended  to  be  signified 
by  the  declaration,  by  reason  of  the  words  of  the  latter  as  completely 
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1850.  describing  what  may  be  considered  the  part  as  they  do  the  whole.  As 
Hankan  ^^  ^^0  case  of  a  declaration  in  trespass,  where  the  plaintiff  says  that  the 
p  ^*  defendant  did,  on  divers  days  and  times,  break  the  plaintiff's  dose,  kc 

The  defendant  may  have  had  a  right  of  way  over  the  close,  and,  there- 
fore, on  some  occasions,  may  have  entered  on  the  close  by  using  his 
right  of  way.  But  he  may  also  have  entered  the  close  on  parts  distant 
from  the  way,  for  which  latter  the  plaintiff  may  really  have  brought  his 
action.  But  the  language  of  the  declaration  does  not  inform  him  of 
that  fact,  for  the  words  "  the  defendant  broke  and  entered  the  plaintiff's 
close,"  are  as  applicable  to  one  set  of  trespasses  as  the  odier.  The 
defendant,  therefore,  in  this  case,  may  plead  his  right  of  way,  and  the 
plaintiff  must  explain  to  him,  by  a  new  assignment,  that  the  grievance 
referred  to  by  the  declaration  was  not  his  usage  of  the  way,  but  Lis 
going  over  the  plaintiff's  close  out  of  that  way.  Again,  when  the 
declaration  is  framed  like  the  one  in  this  action,  the  defendant  may, 
from  the  language,  cDnsider  that  the  plaintiff  is  merely  complaining  that 
the  defendant  broke  and  entered  his  close  in  audi  a  manner  that  he 
broke  down  the  fences,  trod  down  the  grass,  &c.  That  is,  he  may,  from 
the  language  of  the  declaration,  fairly  imagine  that  the  plaintiff  has 
mentioned  the  breaking  of  the  fences,  treading  down  the  grass,  &c.,  not 
as  substantive  trespasses  in  addition  to  the  entering,  but  merely  as  the 
aggravating  way  in  which  the  close  was  entered,  for  the  purpose  of 
enhancing  the  damages.  In  such  a  case,  the  defendant  may  apply  his 
plea  to  the  mere  breaking  and  entering  the  close,  and  then  the  plaintiff 
must  explain,  by  a  new  assignment,  that  his  declaration  was  intended 
to  compnse,  not  only  the  breaking  and  entering  the  close,  but  also  the 
prostrating  the  fences  as  independent  trespasses. 

Now,  the  language  of  the  declaration  in  this  case,  so  far  as  it  relates 
to  tho  matters  enumerated  at  the  commencement  of  the  second  plea,  is, 
"  That  the  defendants  broke  and  entered  the  plaintiff^s  close,  and  then  " 
{i.e,,  on  the  same  occasion)  '*  trod  down  the  grass  and  prostrated  the 
fences  thereof."  Hence  the  averment  about  treading  down  the  grass 
and  prostrating  the  fences  might,  we  think,  have  been  regarded  by  the 
defendants  as  descriptive  rather  of  the  manner  of  the  entry  complained 
of  than  of  other  substantive  trespasses;  and  had  the  defendant  so 
regarded  that  averment,  he  might  have  applied  his  justification  to  the 
entry  alone,  as  that  is  obviously  the  gist  (or  principal  part)  of  the 
grievances  mentioned  in  the  declaration.  But  the  defendant  has,  by 
the  enumeration  of  trespasses  at  the  commencement  of  his  second  plea^ 
shewed  that  he  has  considei*cd  the  averment  about  the  treading  down 
the  grass  and  prostrating  the  fences  as  being  a  complaint  of  substantive 
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trespasses,  independent  of  the  breaking  and  entering  the  close,  and,  as  a        1850. 
justification,  must  be  co-extensive  with  the  trespasses  to  which  it  is      Hannan 
applied,  the  obstruction  of  the  way  by  the  fences  was  necessarily  alleged      ^  ^'' 
in  the  second  plea,  and  upon  traverse  it   became  necessary  for  the 
defendant  to  prove  it.     See  AfonprivaU  v.  Smith  (21),  and  cases  cited 
in  note ;  Taylor  v.  Cole  (22),  Dye  v,  LeatJierdaU  (23),  Fisherwood  v. 
Cannon  (24),  Gates  v.  Bayley  (25),   CheasUy  v.  Barnes  (26).     See  also 
Phillipav.  Ilowgate  (28),  Bush  v.  Parker  (29),  Wahh  v.  Harris  (30),  in 
this  court,  May,  9th,  1846  ;  and  Neville  v.  Cooper  (31). 

Kow  as  the  defendant  has  treated  the  respective  allegations  about 
entering  the  close  and  prostrating  the  fences  as  substantive  and  different 
trespasses,  there  are  on  the  pleadings  before  us  two  issues  joined  by  the 
replication  de  injuridy  viz.,  the  existence  of  the  causes  mentioned  in  the 
second  plea.  If  the  plaintiff  had  by  two  replications  split  the  second 
plea,  and  so  traversed  the  way  in  one  replication,  and  the  obstruction 
by  the  fences  of  the  way  in  the  other,  then  the  defendant  ought  to  have 
succeeded  (32).  On  the  first  of  these  issues  according  to  Webber  v, 
Sparkes  (33),  because  he  proved  a  wslj,  and  in  exercise  of  it  excused  an 
entry  in  the  plaintiff's  closa  And  the  plaintiff  has  not  by  new  assign- 
ment given  the  defendant  the  opportunity  of  defending  his  commission 
of  such  an  entry  in  the  close,  as  is  contained  in  the  declaration,  out  of 
the  way  he  proved  at  the  trial ;  and  on  the  second  the  verdict  should 
have  been  for  the  plaintiff,  according  to  Bond  v  Downton  (34),  for  we 
consider  the  gist  of  the  issue  evolved  from  the  plaintiff's  complaint 
respecting  the  trespass  to  the  grass  and  fences  was  whether  there  was  a 
way  where  the  fences  were  prostrated.  As  we  cannot  see  how  the  sub- 
stantial denial  of  the  matters  in  the  second  plea  by  the  replication  de 
injurid  can  make  the  proof  of  them  different  from  that  which  would 
be  required  if  ea^h  of  those  matters  had  been  traversed  in  terms  by 
separate  replications,  we  think  that  the  direction  given  at  the  last  trial 
was  partially  incorrect,  and  the  Jury  should  have  been  instructed  to 
find  their  verdict  on  the  issue  joined  by  the  replication  de  injurid  so  far 
as  it  related  to  the  way  for  the  defendant ;  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  that 
issue  so  far  as  it  related  to  treading  down  the  grass  and  prostrating  the 
fences,  with  damages  confined  accordingly. 

We  have  considered  and  discussed  the  case  of  Ellison  v.  Isles  (35), 
with  some  anxiety,  as  there  are  several  passages  in  Lord  Denman^s 

(21)  2  Camp.  175.  (22)  3  T.R.  292.  (23)  .3  Wilson  20.  (24)  3  T.R.  297. 
(25)  2  Wilson  313.  (26)  10  East  73.  (2S)  5  B.  &  Aid.  220.  (29)  1  Ring.  N.  C. 
72.  (.30)  Ante,  p.  309.  (31)  2  C.  &  M.  329.  (32)  ?  Succeede<l  on,  &c.  (33)  10 
M.  k  W.  485.      (34)  2  A.  &  E.  26.      (35)  1 1  A.  &  E.  665. 
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186a        Jadgment  which  appear  to  support  the  directioii  given  at  the  trial ;  we 


DicldnaonZ* 


Hankan     ^^  think  the  pleadings  in  that  cage  put  the  parties  in  a  position  so  unlike 
p  ^*'  that  whidi  has  heen  caused  by  the  replication  in  this  suit,  that  the  de- 

cision has  no  application  to  the  case  before  u&  Robertson  v.  GantleU  (36) 
might,  we  think,  possibly  have  helped  the  plaintiflT  in  this  canae,  if  the 
plan  had  described  one  of  the  spaces  coloured  pink  as  being  the  place  he 
passed  on,  and  that  it  abutted  on  the  road  to  lilawarra,  for  by  such  a 
description  the  defendant  would  have  been  informed  that  the  action  was 
not  intended  to  complain  of  anything  done  on  the  highway.  We  there- 
fore think  that  there  is  nothing  in  either  of  these  cases  to  make  us 
disturb  the  opinion  we  have  pronounced.  But  as  we  -  clearly  see  that 
the  damages  were  given  for  the  prostration  of  the  fences,  and  that  the 
real  struggle  at  the  trial  was,  as  to  the  existence  of  a  way  where  those 
fences  were  broken,  we  order  (the  plaintiif  consenting)  that  a  verdict 
should  now  be  entered  as  we  think  the  Jury  should  at  the  trial  have 
been  instructed.  Consideriug  the  smallness  of  the  damages  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  whole  case,  we  think  there  ought  not  to  be  a  new 

trial. 

Order  accordingly. 

(36)  16  M.  &  W.  289. 
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REGINA  V.  HARRINGTON.  (1)  1850. 


Oct.  2. 
Quarter  Semons — JadgmtrU  by  two  magustraUs^  of  whom  one  had  not  heard  tlie  case 

—Special  Oase^lZ  Vic,  No.  8.  ^^Pji^  ^"J- 

Dickinson  J. 

and 
A  sentence  pronounced  nnder  a  statate  giving  juriadiction  to  tioo  magistrates  is      Therry  J^ 

not  good  in  a  case,  where,  although  two  were  present  at  the  verdict,  they  were  not 

the  same  two  who  were  present  at  any  former  portion  of  the  case  ;  nor  where  the 

two  present  on  the  second  day  of  a  trial  were  not  present  on  the  first  day. 

A  point  cannot  be  reserved  on  the  application  of  Oonnsel,  eafcept  before  verdict, 
under  13  Vic,  No.  8. 

The  submission  of  a  Special  Case  by  the  Chairman  of  Quarter  Sessions,  primd 
fu'de  imports  that  the  trial  wus  not,  when  the  application  was  made,  wholly 
terminated. 

The  defendant  was  indicted  at  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  commission 
of  a  nuisance,  and,  being  found  guilty,  was  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  of 
£50,  and  to  enter  into  recognizances  to  remove  the  nuisance  within  a 
certain  time. 

The  trial  lasted  two  days,  but  the  magistrate,  beside  the  Chairman  of 
the  Quarter  Sessions,  who  presided  at  the  commencement  of  the  trial, 
did  not  remain  on  the  Bench  throughout,  but,  on  the  contrary,  three  or 
four  different  magistrates  sat  for  a  time  during  the  trial.  When  the 
verdict  was  given,  and  sentence  passed,  the  Chairman  was  the  only 
magistrate  on  the  Bench,  though  he  stated  that  the  absent  magistrate 
had  concurred,  in  the  event  of  a  verdict  of  guilty  being  found,  that  the 
fine  should  be  J&50.  The  absent  magistrate,  however,  had  not  heard 
the  recommendation  to  mercy  accompanying  the  verdict  of  the  jury. 
The  objections  of  Mr.  Brenan^  who  appeared  for  the  defendant,  were 
afterwards  reduced  into  a  special  case. 

The  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court,  after  reference  of  the  case  back 
for  amendment,  was  delivered,  October  2,  by 

Dickinson,  J.  In  this  case,  which  was  a  prosecution  at  the  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions  for  a  nuisance,  sundry  questions  were  submitted  to  us 
by  the  Chairman,  by  a  special  case,  stated  (or  purporting  so  to  be)  under 
the  13  Vic,  No.  8.  The  principal  point  was  whether  the  defendant  was 
properly  sentenced  by  two  magistrates,  of  whom  one  was  not  present 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Jnly  27,  October  3  &  10,  1850;  also  1  S.C.R. 
App.  11.     ated  1  S.aR.  27 ;  3  S.C.R,  221 ;  and  1  S.O.R.,  N.S.,  258. 
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Warrington 
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1850.  before  the  delivery  of  the  verdict ;  or  whether  he  was  properly  tried,  inas- 
Rkoina  much  as  one  of  the  only  two  magistrates  who  were  present  at  the  first 
portion  of  the  trial,  was  not  present  either  at  the  verdict,  or  at  the  latter 
portion  of  the  trial.  It  appeared  to  us,  that  the  trial  and  sentence  were 
thereby  vitiated.  It  was  objected,  however,  on  behalf  of  the  Court,  that 
we  had  nevertheless  no  jurisdiction  in  the  matter;  since  the  Act  includes 
only  points  arising,  and  applications  made,  "during  the  trial" — ^whereas 
no  question  as  to  the  sentence  could  have  arisen,  until  after  termination  of 
the  trial,  and  no  application  respecting  the  mis-trial  was  made,  in  point 
of  fact,  until  after  the  trial.  We  therefore  directed  the  Special  Case, 
in  pursuance  of  a  provision  in  the  Act,  to  be  sent  back  for  amendment ; 
in  order  that  it  might  be  stated  therein,  whether  at  the  time  of  the 
objection  made,  the  verdict  was  or  was  not  recorded. 

A  supplemented  paper  is  now  sent  in,  under  the  hand  of  the  Chair- 
man, in  which,  after  referring  to  a  certificate  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Peace 
(of  which,  except  in  so  far  as  it  is  adopted  by,  and  incorporated  in  the 
said  paper,  we  can  take  no  notice),  he  declares  that,  so  far  as  his  recol- 
lection serves,  the  statement  of  that  officer  is  correct ;  and  that,  to  the 
best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  the  verdict  was  recorded  before  the 
objection  was  made  for  the  defendant. 

It  appears  to  us,  that  the  submission  by  the  learned  Chairman,  in  the 
iirst  instance,  of  the  Special  Case,  was  a  circumstance  primd  facie 
importing  that  the  trial  was  not,  when  the  application  was  made,  wholly 
terminated ;  and  that,  before  we  could  refuse  to  adjudicate  on  it,  we 
ought  to  have  a  clear  and  distinct  statement,  if  not  by  amendment  of 
the  case,  yet  in  some  equivalent  manner,  that  the  fact  is  otherwise.  Now 
here  we  have  no  "  amendment  "  properly  so  called,  but  a  supplementary 
paper  only.  If,  however,  we  regard  this  paper  as  an  equivalent^  we  find 
no  such  clear  and  distinct  statement,  as  we  think  was  necessary.  We 
cannot  judicially  say,  as  the  matter  now  stands,  that  the  Special  Case 
ought  not  to  have  been  submitted  to  us,  and  we  must,  therefore,  give 
the  defendant  the  benefit  of  our  judgment  on  it. 

That  judgment  is,  that  there  was  a  mis-trial ;  and  consequently,  that 
no  sentence  could  legally  be  passed  on  the  defendant.  The  statute 
clearly  confers  jurisdiction  on  two  magistrates  only  ;  and  it  seems  to  us 
as  unreasonable  to  hold  that  a  prisoner  is  lawfully  under  trial  because 
two  are  present  at  the  verdict,  although  not  the  same  two  who  were 
present  at  any  former  portion  of  the  case,  or  because  two  are  present  on 
the  second  day  of  the  trial  who  were  not  present  on  the  first  day  of  the 
same  trial,  as  it  would  be  to  hold,  that  one  Judge  of  this  Court,  trying 
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a  man  for  murder,  might  abandon  his  post  on  the  second  day,  or  for  the         1850. 

latter  half  of  one  day  to  a  colleague,  who  should  eventually  be  succeeded       Rkgina 

by  a  third,  by  whom,  in  the  absence  of  the  others,  the  case  should  be  ^,      ^'* 
''  •'  ^  ^  Mabringtox 

summed  up,  and  the  prisoner  condemned.  For  the  Chairman  of  a  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions,  though  ordinarily  (by  the  practice  in  such  cases)  the 
sole  acting  Judge,  is  in  point  of  authority  but  one  of  two  Judges ;  of 
whom,  each  is  an  essential  and  integral  portion  of  the  Court,  without 
whose  participation,  real  or  implied,  the  jurisdiction  itself  would  cease 
to  be. 

There  will,  therefore,  be  a  direction  issued  to  the  Court,  in  this  casp, 
to  vacate  the  judgment  given ;  and  the  fine  inflicted,  if  paid,  must  of 
course  be  returned. 

Order  accordingly. 
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[In  Chambers.] 
1850.  TOWNS  V.  THE  UNDERWRITERS  of  the 


Sept,  18.  ISABELLA  ANNA,  (1) 

*"  "   *    Costs — Plaintiff  suece^ful  tirict  on  one  issue,  andvnstiseessful  as  to  the  rest —  Witnesses 

detained — De  bene  esse  examination  of  several  witnesses. 

The  plaintiff,  who  succeeded  on  one  issue  at  the  trial,  and  obtained  a  new  trial, 
is  entitled  on  succeeding  on  the  same  issue  at  the  second  trial,  to  have  his  costs  of 
that  issue  at  the  first  trial,  and  in  connection  therewith  to  a  portion  of  the  brief 
fees,  but  not  to  costs  for  searches  which  were  equally  necessary  on  the  other  issues. 

The  defendants  in  their  costs  on  the  other  issues  are  entitlcul  to  expenses  of 
detaining  witnesses,  if  it  appear  reasonable  to  the  Prothonotary,  that  they  should 
have  been  so  detained,  rather  than  examined  de  bene  esse ;  but  if  not,  then  the 
defendants  are  only  entitled  to  the  costs  of  one  examination  order  in  mspective  of 
all  such.  In  deciding  this  point  the  Prothonotary  is  right  in  using  the  affidavit  of 
increase,  and  in  referring  to  the  Judge's  notes  of  the  evidence,  on  the  question  of 
fact  which  is  to  guide  his  decision. 

Application  to  review  taxation.     The  following  reserved  judgment  was 
delivered,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  other  Judges,  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  I  have  conferred  with  the  other  Judges,  on  the 
several  objections  to  the  Prothonotary's  taxation  of  costs  in  this  case, 
and  have  reported  to  their  Honors  the  arguments  urged  before  roe  on 
both  sides. 

1st.  We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  his 
costs  of  the  issue  found  for  him.  He  would  plainly  have  been  entitled 
to. them  had  the  first  verdict  remained,  and  we  cannot  see  why  he  should 
lose  them,  so  far  as  the  first  trial  is  concerned,  because  of  a  second  trial 
having  been  granted.  Had  the  defendants  so  pleased,  they  could  have 
prevented  the  necessity  of  a  second  trial  of  that  particular  issue,  by 
declining  further  to  contest  it ;  or  they  could  have  avoided  the  costs  of 
a  second  adverse  finding  on  it  by  giving  notice  that  they  should  consent 
to  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifi^  at  such  second  trial.  Having  taken  neither 
course,  the  defendants  cannot  justly  complain  that  they  are  made  to  pay 
the  costs  of  the  second  finding,  as  well  as  of  the  first. 

Had  the  verdict  at  the  second  trial  on  this  issue  been  different  from 
that  at  the  first  trial,  there  might  have  been  a  question  whether  the 
plaintiff  could  have  got  the  costs  of  it,  notwithstanding  his  success  on  it 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  gept.  20,  1850.     Cited  2  S.C.R.  11. 
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at  such  first  trial.     But  here  be  has  succeeded  in  this  issue  at  both  trials,        1860. 

and  the  costs  of  the  first  trial  without  any  exception  were  to  abide  the       Towns 

event  of  the  second.  ^    ,^' 

The  Uin>ER- 

2nd.  As  a  portion  of  the  brief  must  have  related  to,  and  have  become    ^*"™^  ^^ 
^  '  t*ie 

necessary  by  reason  of,  this  Issue,  a  portion  of  the  fees  paid  with  the      laabeUa 
brief  (though  doubtless  a  very  small  portion),  may  fairly  be  considered  '*''**' 

as  paid  on  account  of  it.  Those  portions,  therefore,  we  conceive,  have  ^^^P^^  ^-"^^ 
been  properly  allowed  for,  as  included  in  the  costs  of  the  Issue  found  for 
the  plaintifil  The  particular  sums  to  be  allowed  we  must  leave  exclu- 
sively to  the  Prothonotary.  The  Judges  have  repeatedly  announced 
that  unless  the  Taxing  Ofiicer  is  shown  to  be  flagrantly  in  excess,  or  the 
reverse,  with  regard  to  particular  items,  they  will  not  interfere  with  the 
discretion  necessarily  vested  in  him  as  to  such  matters.  Tliis  is, 
unquestionably,  the  course  invariably  pursued  by  the  Courts  at  home. 

3rd.  The  division,  however,  by  the  Prothonotary,  of  the  items  of 
search,  and  other  items  of  that  nature,  as  in  part  referable  to  the  second 
Issue,  we  think  erroneous  in  principle ;  as  they  cannot  be  truly  be  said 
to  have  become  necessary,  by  reason  of  such  issue,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
the  same  items  would  equally  have  been  chargeable,  and  charged,  neither 
more  nor  less,  although  that  issue  had  never  been  raised.  The  search 
for  a  Rejoinder,  for  instance,  would  have  taken  place  in  respect  of  the 
other  Issues,  and  no  additional  labour  or  expense  was  occasioned  in  that 
particular,  because  there  happened  to  be  three  Issues,  instead  of  two. 

The  well-known  rule,  as  to  the  division  of  Witnesses'  expenses,  affords 
the  guide.  If  the  Plaintiff  called  a  Witness  exclusively  on  this  Issue, 
he  is  entitled  to  charge  for  such  Witness.  But,  if  the  Witness  was  called 
on  the  other  Issues  also,  on  which  the  Plaintiff  failed,  there  the  Plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  any  allowance  from  the  Defendants,  because  no  addi- 
tional expense  was  occasioned,  by  getting  his  evidence  equally  on  the 
successful  Issue. 

4th.  As  to  the  allowance  of  the  expense,  of  keeping  the  Defendants' 
witnesses  till  the  trial.  The  facts  appear  to  be  these.  It  was  known, 
when  the  action  was  first  threii^ned,  that  the  whole  contest  would  be  as 
to  the  seaworthiness  of  the  vessel ;  and  the  Defendants  could  not  have 
been  ignorant  that  the  Plaintiff  had  it  in  his  power  to  adduce  strong 
evidence  on  that  point,  which  it  would  be  necessary  for  them  to  counter- 
vail. They  therefore  resolved  (and  very  wisely,  no  doubt,  for  their  own 
interests),  to  keep  some  of  their  intended  Witnesses  in  Sydney,  who,  but 
for  a  promise  of  compensation,  would  have  left  the  Colony.  In  point 
of  fact,  the  Defendants  thus  kept  (as  I  understand  the  case)  eight 
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1850.        Witnesses,  and  now,  having  succeeded  on  that  main  and  decisive  issne». 


Towns       ^^^7  claim   to  throw   the  whole  expense   of   the  detention  on  their 

Th  TT  '  adversary.      The  question  is,  whether  we  should  (however  important 

WKiTEBs  of  and  just  it  may  be,  as  a  general  principle,  to  secure  to  the  successful 

Isabella      V^^7  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  costs,  as  far  as  may  be  done  consistently  witk 

Anna.        established  rules  of  the  law),  permit  the  Defendants  to  do  so. 

Stephen  o.J.       rpj^jg  question  first  came  before  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson^  and  he  directed 

the  Prothonotary,  in  substance,  to  allow  those  expenses,  if  that  Officer 

should  find  that  there  were  special  circumstances,  and  grounds,  which 

made  it  reasonable  to  detain  the  Witnesses,  for  examination  before  the 

Jury,  instead  of  taking  such  examination  de  bene  esse.     If  no  such  special 

matter  existed,  the  Prothonotary  was  then  only  to  allow  so  much,  in 

respect  of  each  Witness,  as  his  de  bene  ess9  examination  would  have 

amounted  to.     The  Prothonotary  has,  accordingly,  allowed  the  expense 

of  detaining  two  of  the  men,  the  carpenter  and  second  mate — and  has 

allowed  the  costs  of  a  separate  examination,  in  respect  of  each  of  the 

others.     On  these  points,  we  are  of  opinion  as  follows  : — 

1.  That  the  Prothonotary  was  right,  in  using  the  affidavit  of  increase, 
and  in  referring  to  the  Judge's  notes  of  the  evidence,  on  the  question  of 
fact  which  was  to  guide  his  decision. 

2.  That  the  grounds  and  circumstances  stated  in  his  Report  are  suffi- 
cient to  justify  his  conclusion,  that  the  expense  of  detaining  the  two 
witnesses  mentioned,  was  properly  chargeable  (considering  the  nature  of 
the  case)  against  the  PlaintLfF. 

3.  That,  very  possibly,  the  personal  examination  of  the  other  five  or 
six  Witnesses  might  have  been  as  useful,  or  very  nearly  so,  to  the 
Defendants ;  but  that  these  are  matters,  after  all,  incapable  of  demon- 
stration either  way  :  that  the  losing  party  is  not  compellable,  however, 
to  pay  expenses  not  necessarily  incurred  by  his  adversary,  or  shown  by 
ascertained  facts  to  have  been  essential  to  the  prosecution,  or  defence  : 
and  that  the  Prothonotary,  in  reporting  the  presence  of  the  two  principal 
Witnesses  to  have  been  essential,  but  that  the  others  might  as  advan- 
tageously have  been  examined  upstairs,  is  not  shown  to  have  been  in  the 
wrong.  ^ 

4.  That,  however,  in  respect  of  the  last-mentioned  Witnesses,  as  they 
might  have  all  been  included  in  one  Examination  Order,  the  Prothono- 
tary should  have  allowed  for  one  such  Order  only,  and  taxed  the  other 
costs,  as  to  such  examination,  on  that  principle. 

The  taxation  will  be  reviewed,  therefore  on  the  several  points,  in 
accordance  with  the  directions  here  intimated. 

Order /or  review  accordingly. 
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SLAPP  V.  WEBB.  (1)  1850. 

Oct,  14. 
Distress — Replevin — Adoption  o/EnglisIi  law— Usage — 7  Vic,  No,  13,  s,  4 — 2  WiU, 

A  Mary,  c,  6.,  s,  2— Sheriff— Trespass  ab  inUio— 11  Geo,  II,  c.  19,  *.  19.  StepJienCJ. 

Dickinson  J 

and 
The  law  of  distress  and  replevin,  so  far  as  it  respects  the  powers  of  seizing,      Therry  J. 

detaining,  and  replevying  of  goods,  is  in  force  in  this  colony. 

iSemhle),  long  usage  alone,  apart  from  7  Vic,  No.  13,  s.  4,  which  treats  the 
English  law  of  distress  as  in  force,  could  amount  to  an  adoption.  The  power  of 
selling  a  tenant's  goods,  when  distrained,  depends  on  2  Will.  &  Mary,  c.  5,  s.  2, 
and  isnot  in  force  here,  unless  it  be  preceded  by  appraisement,  as  required  by  the 
statute.  The  Court  has  no  judicial  knowledge  of  a  long  usage  to  sell  the  goods 
without  appraisement,  and  the  usage,  even  if  proved  to  exist,  would  not  be  enforced. 

Qtuiere  whether  a  sufficient  appraisement  can  be  here,  and  the  Sheriff  of  the 
colony  be  considered  to  have  the  same  powers  as  the  Sheriff  of  '*  the  county  "  in 
England. 

The  defendant  is  not  a  trespasser  ah  initio,  by  reason  of  the  illegal  sale,  the 
several  acts  of  trespass  being  divisible  by  11  George  II,  c.  19,  s.  19. 

The  judgmeat  of  the  Court  was  delivered,  October  14,  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  was  an  action  of  Trespass ;  in  which,  in 
thQjirst  Count,  the  Plaintiff  complained  that  the  Defendant  entered  the 
Plaintiffs  farm  and  dwelling-house ;  and,  in  the  second  Count,  that  he 
seized  and  carried  away  divers  of  the  Plaintiff's  goods,  and  converted  the 
same  to  his  own  use. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  1st,  that  he  entered  and  seized  the  goods  on 
the  premises  for  rent  in  arrear,  and  impounded  and  sold  them  (the  same 
not  having  been  replevied)  therein ;  and  2ndly,  a  plea  similar  in  all 
respects  to  the  first,  except  in  the  description  of  the  tenancy.  To  each 
of  these  pleas  the  plaintiff*  demurred  on  the  grounds  that  neither  the 
statute  2  Will,  and  Mary,  c.  5,  s.  2,  which  allows  the  selling  of  goods  for 
rent,  nor  the  statute  11  George  2,  c.  19,  s.  10,  by  which  they  may  bo 
impounded  on  the  premises,  nor  even  the  law  of  distress  and  replevin, 
was  in  force  in  or  applicable  to  this  colony.  The  last  ground,  however, 
was  abandoned  ;  and  the  only  point  eventually  insisted  on  was  the  ille- 
gality of  the  admitted  sale. 

The  case  was  argued  in  the  last  term,  by  Mr.  Broadhursi  for  the 
plaintiff*,  and  by  the  Solicitor-General  for  the  defendant.   By  the  former 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Oct  16,  1850;  also  1  S.C.R.  App.  54.    Cited  6 

S.C.R.  86;  11  N.S.W.  L.R.  100. 


r. 
Webb. 

Stephen  C.J. 
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1850.  it  was  urged  that  the  statute  2  Will,  and  Mary  could  not  be  applied,  as 
Slapp  there  was  here  no  "  constable  of  the  Hundred,  Parish,  or  place  "  where 
the  distress  was  taken  ;  and  that  a  landlord  could  not  avail  himself  of 
the  privilege  of  selling  conferred  on  him,  when  the  protection  provided 
by  the  same  statute  for  the  tenant,  that  is  to  say  of  a  sworn  appraise- 
ment, cannot  be  put  in  foroe ;  that  both  the  privilege  and  protectioa 
were  contained  in  the  same  section ;  and  that  this  case,  conaequently, 
could  not  be  governed  by  our  decision  on  the  Statute  of  Uses,  inasmuch 
as  the  provision  as  to  enrolment^  if  a  portion  of  the  same  Statute,  was  at 
all  events  a  distinct  auictment  and  in  a  difiSsrent  clause.  For  the 
defendant,  it  was  on  the  contrary  argued,  that  though  the  statutory  pro- 
vision as  to  taking  the  constable  could  not  be  applied,  yet  the  power  of 
selling  had  continually  been  exercised  ;  and  therefore,  as  that  provision 
of  the  Statute  had  always  been  applied,  that  it  was  demonstrably  applic- 
able ;  that  it  was  clear,  from  the  wording  of  the  enactment  as  to  reple- 
vins, 7  Vic,  No.  13,  s.  4,  that  the  Legislature  considered  the  whole  law 
of  England  respecting  Distresses  to  be  in  force  in  the  Colony  ;  and  that 
one  part  of  a  law,  by  constant  usage  in  the  colony  or  otherwise,  might  be 
in  force,  and  not  another.  It  was  moreover  suggested  that<,  perhaps  in 
this  case,  although  by  whom  or  under  what  circumstances,  tiie  pleadings 
did  not  disclose,  there  actually  may  have  been  an  appraisement. 

The  authorities  and  statutes  cited  were,  SUl  v,  Barnes^  2  Wm.  Bl. 
1135.  Bam  on  Jtuigments,  p.  56.  The  statutes  2  Will,  and  M.,  c.  5, 
and  11  Geo.  11,  c.  19,  s.  10.  The  Colonial  Act  7  Vic,  No.  13,  s.  4.— 
Also,  some  decisions  in  this  Court ;  namely,  Macdonald  v,  Leoy^  8  June, 
1833  (2);  re  8chqfield,  22  September,  1838  (3);  re  J,  T.  Wibon, 
November,  1839  (4) ;  Terry  v.  Mart,  7  April,  1834 ;  and  Byan  v. 
Howell,  5  October,  1848,  (5). 

We  have  considered  this  case,  and  the  following  are  the  opinions,  which 
we  have  formed  on  it. 

We  have  no  doubt,  that  the  law  of  Distress  and  Replevin,  so  far  as 
it  respects  the  powers  of  seizing,  detaining,  and  replevying  of  goods,  is 
in  force  in  this  colony.  The  case  of  Terry  v,  Bart,  although  very  loosely 
reported,  shows  that  such  was  recognised  as  the  law,  in  this  Court,  in 
the  year  1834 ;  and  if  such  were  not  at  this  day  the  law,  the  enactment 
in  the  7  Vic,  No.  13,  s.  4,  would  be  rendered  nugatory. 

We  moreover  have  judicial  cognizance  by  the  great  number  of  actions 
of  Replevin  brought,  and  of  Avowries  for  rent  filed,  that  there  has  been 

(2)  Ante,  p.  39.        (3)  Ante,  p.  97.        (4)  Ante,  p.  140.        (5)  Ante,  p.  470. 


Stephen  C.  J. 
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a  conUnual  usige,  iadependentlj  of  that  enactment,  amounting  to  adop-  1^60. 
tion  of  the  law.  And  it  is  quite  possible,  that  this  alone  might  make  Slapp 
make  an  enactment  in  force  which  otherwise  would  not  have  been  (6).  wmn 
The  fact  of  long  usage,  indeed,  judicially  known  to  us,  formed  one  of  the 
ground  (wiUi  others)  on  which  we  held,  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Cummings, 
2nd  November,  1846  (7),  that  the  Statute  of  Uses  was  in  force,  though 
the  enactment  as  to  Inrolments,  by  which  it  was  intended  to  be  guarded, 
could  not,  for  the  want  of  machinery,  be  applied,  and  therefore  was  not 
in  force. 

The  power,  however,  of  selling  a  tenant's  goods,  when  distrained,  is 
no  necessary  sequence  of  any  of  the  aforesaid  powers.  lb  depends  on 
the  Statute  of  2  W.  and  M.,  c.  5,  s.  2,  which  enacts,  that  if  the  tenant 
shall  not  replevy  within  five  days,  then  after  notice  of  the  distress  given 
him,  the  landlord  may  "  with  the  Sheriff  or  Under  Sheriff  of  the  County, 
or  with  the  constable  of  the  Hundred,  Parish,  or  Place  where  the  distress 
was  taken,  '<  cause  the  goods  to  be  appraised  by  two  sworn  Appraisers, 
whom  he  is  to  swear : — '  And,  afier  »ue3i  appraUementf  he  may  lawfully 
sell  the  goods  so  distrained,'"  leaving  the  overplus  of  the  proceeds,  if 
any,  in  the  hands  of  such  Sheriff,  Under  Sheriff,  or  Constable,  for  the 
Owner's  use.  It  appears  to  us  to  be  hence  quite  clear,  that  we  cannot 
separate  the  duty  of  appraising,  from  the  power  of  selling ;  that  the 
latter  is  expressly  conferred  qiuUifiedly  only ;  that  they  are  not  distinct, 
or  independent  provisions ;  and,  consequently,  that,  where  there  has  been 
no  appraisement,  the  statute  confers  no  power. 

The  direction  as  to  disposal  of  the  overplus,  after  the  sale,  may  or  may 
not  be  independent  and  divisible ;  tJial  will  not  affect  the  present  ques- 
tion. The  latter  would  not  be  in  force,  if  there  were  no  persons  to 
receive  the  overplus ;  and  still  the  power  of  selling  might  exist.  But 
if  there  be  no  means  of  appraising,  which  is  an  inseparable  condition 
preliminary  to  the  sale,  the  power  of  selling  could  never  lawfully  be 
exercised.  Accordingly,  in  England,  although  the  proper  constable 
could  not  be  found,  it  has  been  decided  that  his  assistance  is  neverthe- 
less essential ;  and  an  appraisement  by  the  constable  of  the  adjoining 
parish  was  held  to  be  of  no  value.     Avenell  v,  Croker  (8). 

As  to  the  assertion  that  there  has  been  a  continual  and  long  estab- 
lished usage,  to  sell  goods  distrained  on  without  appraising  them,  we 
have  no  judicial  knowledge  that  such  is  the  fact.  We  cannot  call  to 
mind,  at  present,  one  instance  of  any  such  usage  having  come  before  us. 

(6)  See  1  Chal.  Coll.  Opin.,  130,  197,  220.        (7)  No  sufficient  report  available. 

(8)  Moo.  &  Mai.  172. 


V. 

Webb. 
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1850.  Bat  we  are  quite  clear  as  to  this,  that,  if  such  a  usage  exists,  it  is  not 
Slapp  &^  adoption  of  the  enactment,  but  in  violatien  of  it.  The  usage  will 
not,  of  two  independent  enactments,  have  accepted  one  beneficial  alike 
to  all  classes,  bat  it  will  have  taken  a  benefit,  given  on  a  condition, 
without  complying  with  that  condition ;  and  will  thereby  have  conferred 
a  large  power  on  one  class  of  men,  without  affording  to  the  other  class 
that  protection,  which,  by  the  same  enactment,  and  in  the  same  sentence, 
is  expressly  mentioned  as  a  thing  precedent  to  the  exercise  of  the  power. 

Assuming,  then,  (as  it  seems  to  us  that  in  this  case  we  are  hound  to 
do,)  that  there  was  no  appraisement  before  the  salo,  we  think  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judgment,  as  for  a  distinct  act  of  trespass,  in 
respect  of  that  sale.  It  is  true  that  as  we  held  in  Wiiideyer  v.  RiddeU, 
in  Febraary,  1847  (9),  the  act  of  selling  goods  is  not  necessarily  a  tres- 
pass ;  and  to  the  same  effect  is  an  observation  of  Baron  Parke,  in  Woods 
V.  Durrani  (10).  But,  here,  the  plaintiff  complains  of  the  taking,  and 
carrying  away,  and  converting,  of  his  goods ;  and  the  defendant,  in  each 
plea,  confesses  those  acts,  and  justified  them  by  alleging  a  distress, 
impounding,  and  sale  of  the  goods,  which  several  acts,  he  says,  are  the 
same  trespasses  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains.  So  that  the  selling  is, 
in  itself,  by  the  defendant's  own  admission,  a  trespass.  And  we  conclude 
that  there  was  no  appraisement,  before  such  selling;  simply  because  the 
pleas  do  not  allege  the  fact,  as  they  ought  to  and  doubtless  would  have 
done,  could  it  safely  have  been  alleged. 

The  defendant,  however,  Ls  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  first  count  of 
the  declaration,  and  in  respect  of  the  seizing  atid  taking,  mentioned  in 
the  second  count  For,  as  a  landlord  may  distrain,  he  clearly  must 
enter  for  the  purpose  of  distraining.  Each  of  these  acts,  as  well  as  the 
act  of  impounding  on  the  premises,  is  obviously  distinct  from  that  of  the 
sale. 

The  only  question  on  which  we  feel  a  difficulty  is,  as  to  the  said  im- 
pounding. We  have  decided  that  the  power  of  sale,  given  by  the  2. 
Will,  and  Mary,  is  not  in  force  in  this  colony,  unless  it  be  preceded  by 
an  appraisement,  as  required  by  the  same  statute.  But  it  has  not  yet 
been  necessary  to  express  any  opinion,  whether  there  can  be  such  an 
appraisement,  in  this  colony,  as  would  satisfy  the  statuta  The  whole 
case  was  argued,  as  if  the  only  provision  was  the  one  respecting  the 
Constable,  a  provision  admitted  not  to  be  strictly  applicable.  The 
question,  whether  the  Sheriff  could  or  not  discharge  the  duty,  was  left 

(9)  Ante,  p.  295.        (10)  16  M.  &  W.  156. 
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be  taken  to  have  the  same  powers  as,  by  the  Statute,  are  conferred  on  Slapp 
the  Sheriff  of  "  the  County"  then  an  appraisement  (it  would  seem)  might  wj^b 
be  had,  and  so  the  enactment  be  capable  of  application. 


Stephen  C.J. 


Until  this  question  be  decided,  we  are  not  in  a  position  to  say,  whether 
the  impounding  was  lawf  al  or  not.  For  we  take  it  to  be  clear,  that  the 
11  Geo.  II,  c.  19,  a  10,  authorising  an  impounding  on  the  premises,  only 
in  cases  where  there  can  by  law  be  an  appraisement  and  sale.  Whence 
it  follows,  that,  if  there  can  be  no  appraisement,  (and  so,  no  sale,)  there 
can  be  no  such  impounding.  But,  on  these  points,  we  have  as  yet  heard 
no  argument,  and,  before  deciding  them,  we  should  accordingly  desire  one. 

If,  however,  the  plaintiff  chooses  to  enter  a  ydle  Prosequi  as  to  the 
impounding,  or  detaining  of  the  goods,  thereby  confiniug  his  Writ  of 
Inquiry  to  the  sale  only,  he  may  do  so.  In  that  case,  the  present  judg- 
ment will  conclude  the  controversy  between  the  parties. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  observe,  that  the  divisibility  of  the  several 
acts  of  trespass,  in  this  case,  is  by  force  of  the  11  Geo.  II,  c  19,  &  19, 
but  for  which,  the  defendant  would  be  liable,  by  reason  of  the  illegal 
sale  as  a  trespasser  ab  initio. 

Judgment  accordingly. 


e&i  SUPJUOOft.  OOUBT  OASW. 


1850.  REGINA  V.  WRIGHT.  (1) 

Jtiry^ChUlenge  to  array— 11  Vic,  No,  20,  m.  23  and  24. 


Oct.  18. 


Stephen  O.J. 
Dickinson  J. 

And  A  prisoner  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  names  of  all  the  jurors  on  the  panel  read 

Therry  J,     before  exercising  his  right  of  challenge. 

A  challenge  to  the  array  should  be  made  when  the  full  jury  appear  in  the  box^. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  at  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  a  misdemeanor. 
The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  at  the  trial  wished  to  challenge  the  anrmy 
of  the  Jury,  and  for  that  purpose  wanted  the  whole  of  the  names  of  the 
jurors  on  the  panel  to  be  called.  The  Chairman  refused  to  allow  thisy 
twelve  of  the  panel  at  the  time  being  engaged,  but  took  a  note  of  the 
objection,  and  the  trial  proceeded,  the  defendant  being  found  guilty. 

Fisher,  for  the  prisoner,  now  contended  that  on  the  authorities,  and 
according  to  the  Act  of  Council,  11  Vic,  Na  20,  ss.  23  and  24,  the 
whole  panel  ought  to  have  been  called  before  the  challenge  to  the  array 
could  be  made. 

Callaghan,  for  the  Crown,  was  not  called  on. 

The  Court  held  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  point.     It  was  clear 

that  the  time  when  the  prisoner  ought  to  have  challenged  the  array  was, 

when  the  twelve  jurymen  were  in  the  box,  in  other  words,  when  the 

full  jury  appeared,   who,  if  no  objection  were  made,  would  try  the 

prisoner. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morniny  Herald,  Oct.  19,  1S50. 
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BEGINA  V.  MOGAB.   (1)  1850. 

Murder — Afi8oeiaU8  in  felony — Intention  to  commUfdony — Evidence — Hes  gestm — 

Dying  declarcUion,  StepJien  CJ*. 

DickiiMon  J« 

Th*  words  •*  I  have  a  wooad  in  nay  throat,  .Mogo  has  settled  me,"  uttered  by  a      rm^ZZ.  j 
deceased  person  daring  an  attack  on  him  by  the  prisoner  and  others,  are  admissible 
in  evidence  against  the  prisoner,  on  a  charge  of  murdering  the  deceased,  as  part  of 
the  res  geatxB  ;  they  are  also  evidence  in  conjancticNn  with  subsequent  statements  to 
the  same  efiGect,  made  under  the  fear  of  an  immediate  dissolution. 

The  prisons  was  rightly  convicted  of  murder,  as  he  and  the  others  were  engaged 
in  the  commission  of  a  felony,  and  evidently  determined  to  effect  their  object  at 
all  hazards,  and  although  the  prisoner  personally  might  not  have  inflicted  the  fatal 
wound.- 

The  prisoner  was  iadicted  for  murdering  one  Fa^e  with  a  boomerang, 
and  wag  found  guilty.  It  appeared  that  the  prisoner  and  other  blacks 
attacked  the  deceased  and  another  person,  and  though  not  dear,  yet  the 
evidence  pointed  to  a  black,  named  TJgly^  as  the  dealer  of  the  wound. 
At  the  time  the  wound  was  inflicted,  the -deceased  cried  out  "that  he 
was  a  dead  man,*'  and  one  of  the  witnesses  said  that  the  deceased  uttered 
these  words,  *'  I  have  a  wound  in  my  throat  \  Mogo  has  settled  me." 
The  deceased  died  two  days  afterwards,  but  had  made  two  more  state- 
ments, to  the  same  effect.  It  was  now  objected  that  these  three  state- 
ments were  wrongly  admitted  at  the  trial.  Exception  was  also  taken  to 
the  ruling  of  His  Honor,  who  told  the  Jury,  that  if  the  prisoner  and  the 
other  blacks  were  associated  for  the  purpose  of  committing  a  robbery, 
and  any  one  of  them  (even  without  intending  to  kill  or  do  grievous  bodily 
harm)  inflicted  a  deadly  wound  on  the  deceased,  tliat  the  prisoner  might 
be  convicted  of  murder ;  also,  if  he  were  associated  with  his  companions 
for  the  purpose  of  murdering  or  doing  grievous  bodily  harm  to  the 
deceased,  the  Crown  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  .of  murder  against  the 
prisoner,  whoever  inflicted  the  mortal  wound. 

Holroyd,  for  the  prisoner,  cited  Rex  v,  Duffy  (2). 

The  Solicitor-General,  for  the  Crown. 

The  Chief  Justice  said,  that  he  would  assume,  as  indeed  the  facts 
clearly  showed,  that  the  prisoner  and  the  other  blacks  were  associated 

(1)  7%€  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Oct.  19,  1S50.       (2)  1  Lewin  194. 
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1850.        for  the  common  purpose  of  committing  a  felony ;  he  would  further  even 
Reoina      assume  that  the  prisoner's  hand  was  not  the  one  that  inflicted  the 
^*  wound.     His  Honor  then  went  on  to  say,  that  the  ruling  as  to  the 

particular  facts  as  they  appeared  in  evidence  was  unexceptionable 
— perhaps  in  the  abstract,  it  would  not  be  a  true  definition  of  murder. 
As  to  the  case  cited  from  Letvin,  it  was  so  loosely  and  so  shortly  reported, 
that  it  could  not  be  regarded  as  an  authority,  opposed  as  it  was  to  all 
other  decisions.  SLis  Honor  said,  the  first  declaration  or  statement 
would  be  evidence  as  part  of  the  rea  gestcB,  but  it  would  also  be  evidence, 
in  conjunction  with  the  subsequent  statements,  as  made  by  a  person 
under  the  fear  of  immediate  dissolution.  It  is  clear  when  these 
declarations  were  made  the  deceased  had  given  up  all  hope  of  surviving. 
It  was  the  province  of  the  Judge  to  see  that  such  declarations  were 
received  properly,  but  that  of  the  jury  to  judge  of  their  value.  As  to 
the  whole  case,  he  said  he  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  one  of  clear  and 
distinct  murder  against  the  prisoner,  although  he,  personally,  might  not 
have  inflicted  the  wound,  as  he  and  the  others  were  engaged  in  the 
commission  of  a  felony,  and  were  evidently  determined  to  effect  their 
object  at  all  hazards. 

Dickinson,  J.,  and  Therrt,  J.,  delivered  judgments  in  accordance 

with  the  above. 

Canvictton  affirmed. 


SUPREME   COURT   CASES. 


657 


REGINA  V.  MULDOON.  (1)  1850. 

Oct,  25. 
Eol.lenee — Deposition  of  prisoner  at  another  inquiry —Proqf  of  markswoman^s        a     %     n  r 

and 
The  prisoner  was  tried  and  convicted  of  aiding  and  abetting  in  the  manslaughter      Tlierry  J. 
of  her  husband,  and  at  the  trial  a  deposition,  made  by  her  before  any  person  was 
charged  with  the  crime,  was  admitted  in  evidence  against  her. 

Hddf  the  admission  of  the  deposition  as  a  confession  was  good ;  also  that  it  was 
no  objection  that  the  deposition  had  been  proved  at  the  trial  by  the  magistrate, 
who  signed  the  jurat,  and  that  the  person  who  had  witnessed  the  prisoner's  "mark" 
was  not  called. 

The  deposition,  although  not  expressed  in  the  first  person,  or  in  the  prisoner's 
exact  words,  was  held  admissible,  as  it  was  taken  before  the  new  Act  in  that 
behalf. 

His  Honor  the  Chief  Justice  said,  this  was  a  special  case  reserved 
under  the  late  Act.  The  Court  had  considered  the  case,  and  were  pre- 
pared at  once  to  dispose  of  some  of  the  points  reserved.  The  first  point 
was  this — the  prisoner  was  convicted  at  the  Maitland  Assizes,  as  an 
accessory  after  the  fact,  of  aiding  and  abetting  in  the  manslaughter  of 
her  husband.  Against  the  prisoner,  an  afiidavit  was  made  by  her  at  a 
time  when  there  was  no  charge  against  her,  or  indeed  any  one,  was 
adduced  in  evidence.  It  was  objected  that  this  was  not  admissible,  as 
it  was  on  oath.  The  Court  were  all  agreed  that  there  was  nothing  in 
this  objection.  The  second  objection  also  arose  out  of  the  same  affidavit. 
The  prisoner  was  a  markswoman ;  the  committing  magistrate  wrote  the 
deposition  in  his  own  hand,  and  got  a  person  of  the  name  of  Long  to 
witness  the  mark  of  the  prisoner.  This  deposition  was  received  in 
evidence  without  calling  Long,  It  was  objected  that  Long  ought  to  be 
called  to  prove  the  document,  as  it  was  like  any  other  instrument  to 
which  witnesses  had  signed  their  names.  The  magistrate,  however,  who 
wrote  the  deposition  was  a  witness  at  the  trial,  and  he  proved  his  signa- 
ture to  the  deposition.  The  Court  thought  there  was  also  nothing  in  this 
objection.  The  deposition,  in  point  of  fact,  said  his  Honor,  might  be 
deemed  to  have  had  two  witnesses,  so  that  when  a  magistrate  was  called, 
it  would  not  be  necessary  to  call  the  second.  The  magistrate,  again,  was 
a  statutory  witness,  and  Long's  name  might  be  rejected  altogether.    His 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Oct,  26,  1850. 
2  T 
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1850.  Honor  also  intimated  that  it  was  not  actually  necessary,  indeed,  for  any 
Kegina  deponent  in  a  criminal  case  to  sign  his  deposition,  so  long  as  the  com- 
MuLDOov  ™i*iting  magistrate  signed  the  jurat  The  third  point  also  arose  out  of 
the  same  deposition.  It  appeared  that  the  magistrate  in  writing  the 
deposition  in  question  did  not  write  the  exact  words  uttered  by  the 
prisoner,  nor  were  the  words  used  written  in  the  first  person.  This 
deposition  was  at  the  trial  used  against  the  prisoner  as  a  confession. 

The  Chief  Justice  said,  the  Court  wished  to  hear  argument  on  this 
point ;  it  was  highly  desirable  that  it  should  be  settled.  No  doubt  it 
was  a  matter  of  the  highest  importance  that  all  depositions  should  be 
taken  in  the  first  person,  especially  confessions,  and  as  near  as  possible, 
to3,  in  the  very  words  of  the  party,  even  to  slang  exprasdions. 

The  Attorney 'General  appeared  in  support  of  the  conviction,  and 
admitting  that  it  was  desirable  to  take  depositions  in  the  first  person, 
yet  contended  that,  at  the  time  the  deposition  in  question  was  taken,  it 
was  not  usual  or  customary  in  this  colony  so  to  take  depositions. 

The  prisoner  was  not  represented. 

The  Court  held  that,  upon  the  whole  the  deposition  was  admissible, 

inasmuch  as  the  Magistrate  was  examined,  and  stated,  on  oath,  that  he 

had  taken  the  statement  down,  that  it  was  truly  taken  down^  as  he 

understood  it,  and  moreover  as  there  was  nothing  in  the  deposition  to 

induce  the  Court  to  think  the  deposition  had  not  been  truly  taken,  or 

the  prisoner  had  not  used  the  words  imputed  to  her.     Again,  too,  under 

Sir  Robert  PeeVa  Act,  it  was  only  necessary  to  take  so  much  of  what  a 

witness  said  as  was  material.  This  deposition,  though  subsequently  used 

as  a  confession,  was  taken  as  a  deposition  only,  and  less  particularity 

was  required  in  taking  a  deposition  than  in  a  confession.     The  Court 

repeated  the  observation  as  to  the  importance  of  the  magistrates  taking 

depositions  in  the  first  person,  and  in  the  very  words  uttered.    The  new 

Act  was  explicit  on  this  point,  and  probably  the  point  would  not  occur 

again. 

Conviciion  affirmed. 
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[In  Equity.] 
In  re  J.  T.  HUGHES.  (1)  1850. 


Dec,  14. 


Separate  estate  of  married  teoman — Restraint  of  anticipation — Sheriff— Execution /or 

debt^Irregular  saU^A  bandonment,  Therry  P.J, 

A  clause,  restraining  anticipation,  in  the  settlement  of  the  separate  property  of 
«,  married  woman,  is  good  against  the  Sheriff's  execution.  The  husband  of  the 
married  woman  in  such  a  case  is  justified  in  forcibly  preventing  the  Sheriff's 
officer  from  delivering  possession  of  the  property  in  question  to  the  purchaser  at 
the  Sheriff's  sale.  A  sale  by  the  Sheriff  cannot  be  impeached  on  the  ground  of 
irregularity  on  the  part  of  the  Sheriff  in  the  conduct  of  the  sale,  and  a  delivery 
under  such  a  sale,  in  other  respects  valid  and  lawful,  cannot  lawfully  be  opposed  ; 
the  party  injured  moat  seek  redress  from  the  person  committing  the  irregularity. 

(SembleJ,  a  temporary  abandonment  by  the  Sheriff  of  goods  he  is  entitled  to 
deliver,  does  not  necessarily,  until  the  return  of  the  writ,  defeat  his  right  to 
deliver  to  the  purchaser. 

£uLE  nwi,  granted  to  the  Sheriff,  calling  upon  Mr.  J,  T,  Hughes  to 
show  cause  why  an  attachment  sliould  not  issue  against  him,  for 
obstructing  him  (the  Sheriff)  in  the  performance  of  his  duty. 

Foster  and  Donnelly  showed  cause. 

Broadhurst  and  Fisiier^  for  the  applicant. 

After  argument  (the  substance  of  which  appears  in  the  judgment), 
Dea  3, 

Cur,  adv,  vult. 

Judgment  was  delivered  by  his  Honor,  the  Primary  Judge^  Dec.  14. 

Thbrby,  P.J.  The  present  application  is  for  an  attachment  against 
Mr.  J,  T,  Hughes^  for  contempt.  The  alleged  contempt  consists  in 
resisting  the  process  of  this  Courts  by  opposing  the  delivery  of  pos- 
session of  certain  furniture,  stated  to  have  been  sold  by  the  Sheriff 
under  a  writ  of  Fi.  Fa,,  issued  in  pursuance  of  a  decree  which 
directed  certain  costs  to  be  paid  out  of  the  separate  estate  of 
Esther  UugKeSy  in  the  hands  of  Newton  and  Sttibhs,  trustees  under 
a  deed  of  settlement,  dated  April  14,  1846,  of  the  furniture  assigned 
to  them  by  Rosetta  Terry ,  on  the  trusts  therein  declared.      It  was 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  ITerald,  Deo.  4  and  16,  1850;  also  in  a  condensed  form 

7  S.C.R.,  138,  note.     Cited  7  S.C.R.,  136. 
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1850.        admitted  that  the  furniture  levied  upon  and  sold,  was  the  identical 

In  re        goods  and  chattels  contained  in  the  schedule  appended  to  the  deed.    The 

Hughes,     g^^i^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^j^^  3q|.j^  ^£.  October,  1850,  which  was  a  sale  of  the 

Therry  P.J.  right,  title,  and  equitable  interest  of  JSsther  Htighea  in  and  to  the  house- 
hold furniture  and  effects  alleged  to  be  vested  in  Stitbba  and  Newton,  a» 
trustees  of  Esther  Hughes.  Robert  Bunhury  was  the  bidder,  to  whom, 
on  payment  by  him  of  £260,  the  Sheriff  executed  a  bill  of  sale.  The  goods 
were  not  then  delivered,  and  the  Sheriff's  bailiff,  Mr.  Broum,  admits  that 
he  stated  at  the  time  of  sale  that  the  Sheriff  sold  all  the  right  and  title 
Mrs.  HtLglies  had  in  the  goods,  but  he  would  not  undertake  to  deliver 
them  to  the  purchaser.  Subsequently,  however,  on  the  6th  of  November^ 
Browriy  accompanied  by  the  purchaser,  Butihuryy  and  four  police  officers, 
attended  at  Albion  House  for  the  purpose  of  the  delivery  of  the  said 
goods  to  the  purchaser.  It  was  on  this  occasion  that  the  officer  met 
with  the  obstruction  (as  he  states,  in  the  performance  of  his  duty)  com- 
plained of  from  the  defendant  Hughes,  and  for  which  obstruction, 
constituting  the  alleged  contempt,  the  present  attachment  is  applied  for 
against  him.  Although  the  avowed  object  of  the  application  is  aa 
attachment  for  contempt,  yet  I  apprehend  the  real  object  aimed  at  is  to 
obtain  the  declaration  of  the  opinion  of  the  court,  whether  or  not,  by 
the  sale  of  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  Esther  Hughes,  the  Sheriff 
was  entitled,  as  part  performance  of  his  duty,  to  deliver  over  possession 
of  the  furniture  specified  in  the  schedule  to  the  deed  of  settlement  If 
the  Sheriff  was  entitled  to  deliver  over  the  property,  the  attachment 
must  go  j  but,  if  it  was  no  part  of  his  duty  to  do  so,  I  apprehend  the 
resistance  that  has  been  offered  to  the  delivery  does  not  constitute  a 
contempt  which  this  Court  would  punish  by  attachment.  I  may  remark 
that  I  cannot  regard  Mr.  HugJ^es  quite  in  the  light  of  a  stranger,  as  he 
has  been  represented.  He  is  the  husband  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  and, 
being  with  her,  in  bis  or  her  house,  where  the  furniture  is,  he  may  assist 
her,  at  least  equally  with  her  servants,  in  resisting  a  trespass,  if  the 
attempt  of  the  delivery  by  the  Sheriff  can  be  regarded  in  that  light  I 
shall  then  mainly  address  myself  to  the  principal  question  : — Did  a 
right  to  deliver  possession  of  those  goods  accompany,  or  was  it  a  conse- 
quent incident  to  the  sale  of  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  Mrs.  Hughes 
in  the  goods  themselves  ? 

I  propose,  very  briefly,  first  to  notice  one  or  two  points  much  pressed 
upon  my  attention,  but  which  are  quite  of  subordinate  importance  to 
the  principal  point,  to  which  I  shall  again  presently  advert.  First, 
then,  as  to  the  alleged  abandonment  of  the  possession  by  the  Sheriff,  X 
am  not  at  all  satisfied  that  by  a  mere  temporary  abandonment^  the 
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Sheriff  is  deprived  o£  his  right  to  deliver  over  possession  of  the  goods        IS.'SO. 


fiold  by  him.    The  doctrine  is  not  carried  further  in  Acland  v.  Paynter  (2)        /,j  ^^ 

than  that  he  ought,  in  order  to  show  it  was  not  an  al>andonment,  to  be     Hughes. 

able  to  clearly  account  for  it,  as  being  caused  by  some  urgent  necessity,   Thti-ry  P.J. 

and  to  give  satisfactory  evidence  of  it.     I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that 

there  are  not  circumstances  in  the  present  case  which  go  to  explain  and 

excuse  the  temporary  abandonment,  and  as  the  Sheriff  has  authority  to 

some  extent  until  the  return  of  the  writ,  I  incline  to  the  opinion  (it  is 

unnecessary  to  decide  it)  that  if  he  were  otherwise  entitled  to  deliver 

the  goods,  there  was  no  such  an  abandonment  here  as  defeated  his  right 

to  deliver  the  property  to  the  purchaser.     On  another  point,  namely, 

the  inadequate  price  which  the  goods  sold  for,  on  account  of  the  Sheriff 

stating  at  the  sale  he  would  not  undertake  to  deliver,  yet  accompanying 

the  purchaser  to  effect  the  delivery  several  days  afterwards,  I  certainly 

yield  to  the  force  of  Mr.  Broadhurat^s  argument,  that  for  any  loss  or 

damage  sustained  by  any  irregularity  on  the  part  of  the  Sheriff  in  the 

conduct  of  the  sale,  the  party  injured  by  the  irregularity  seeks  redress 

from  the  party  committing  it ;  but  if  the  sale  was  in  other  respects 

valid  and  lawful,  it  cannot  on  that  ground  be  disturbed,  and  a  delivery 

under  it  cannot  lawfully  be  opposed.     As  to  the  substitution  by  power 

of  attorney  of  Miss  Hughes,  by  one  of  the  trustees  in  place  of  both  of 

them — the  utmost  this  contrivance  could  accomplish,  is  to  substitute 

Miss  Hughes  in  the  place  of  the  trustees,  and  constitute  her  a  trustee. 

The  possession  is  still  in  Mrs.  HugJies,  and  she  continues  to  have  the 

profits  of  the  fumitura     The  only  other  subordinate  point  I  deem  it 

requisite  to  notice,  is  the  ingenious  mode  by  which  it  is  attempted  to  be 

shown  that  the  writ  was  satisfied  by  payment  previous  to  the  date  of 

the  attempt  at  delivery  by  the  Sheriff,  so  that  though  the  writ  was  not 

returned,  its  exigency  was  satisfied,  and  the  Sheriff  had  no  right  or 

authority  to  move  afterwards  in  the  matter.     This  begs  the  question, 

viz.,  that  the  writ  was  satisfied,  but  in  fact  it  was  not,  until  the  delivery 

had  been  given.     I  take  it  that  the  Sheriff  may  convey  land  sold  under 

an  execution  by  a  deed  executed  after  the  money  is  paid  to  him,  and  if 

go  he  could  here  have  delivered  possession. 

The  i*eal  difficulty  in  the  present  case,  and  one  which  the  varying  and 
conflicting  decisions  of  the  Courts  at  home  render  one  of  no  easy  solu- 
tion, is  whether  the  clause  against  anticipation  in  the  deed  of  assignment 
of  the  furniture  to  trustees  operates  as  an  obstacle  to  the  sale  and  delivery 
of  that  furniture  to  the  purchasers  by  the  Sheriff  under  the  writ  otji.fa* 

isaued  in  the  cause. 

(2)  8  Price  100. 
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1850.  I  will  assume  that  it  is  conclasively  decided  by  the  writ  that  the 

'  Jure  separate  estate  of  Mrs.  Hughes  uurestrained  by  a  clause  againat  aniici- 
Hughes,  pation,  can  be  taken  in  execution,  but  then  the  questions  arise — is  thai 
TherryTJ,  property  which  is  separate  estate,  but  to  which  a  restrictive  clause 
a^^ainst  anticipation  attaches,  such  an  estate  as  the  present  execution  can 
lawfully  reach  ;  and  does  the  dause  in  the  deed  of  settlement  operate 
to  restrain  anticipation  ?  This  is  clearly  a  case  of  separate  property,  and 
that  restraints  may  be  imposed  on  the  alienation  of  such  separate  pro- 
perty is  settled  beyond  dispute.  -  Is  then  the  property  in  the  present 
instance  so  settled  ?  That  is  a  question  which,  I  apprehend,  depends  on 
the  intentions  of  the  settlor,  and  manifested  in  terms  of  the  settlement 
The  intention  to  restrain  must  clearly  appear,  and  for  this  purpose  the 
precise  language  of  the  settlement  must  be  regai*ded,  for  there  certainly 
are  cases,  and  recent  ones  too,  in  which  altliough  the  intention  may  be 
pretty  manifest,  yet  from  the  want  of  apt  terms  to  express  it,  the  Court 
has  held  that  tlie  married  woman  should  take  the  property  for  her  own 
sole  and  separate  use  and  bene6t  and  disposal,  and  with  a  power  of  anti- 
cipation. To  this  class  of  cases  belong  Barrymare  v,  EUis  (3),  where  an 
annuity  was  assigned  to  trustees  in  trust  to  pay  the  same  to  such  per- 
sons as  Lady  Barry  more  should,  by  any  writing  assigned  by  her,  not- 
withstanding her  coverture,  appoint,  but  so  as  not  to  deprive  herself  of 
the  benefit  thereof  by  sole  or  other  anticipation,  and  for  want  of  such 
appointment  in  trust  to  pay  the  same  to  Lady  Barrymore  for  her  separate 
tue.  It  was  there  held  that  Lady  Barrymore  had  not  only  a  limited 
power  of  appointment,  but  also  under  the  latter  part  of  the  clause,  the 
general  uncontrolled  dominion  over  the  annuity,  and  therefore  that  she 
could  anticipate  and  dispose  of  the  income  before  it  accrued.  The  decision 
pronounced  there  by  the  Yice-Chancellor  of  England,  was,  that  as  the 
clause  restraining  anticipation  was  not  expressly  extended  to  the  gift  as 
well  as  to  the  power,  she  might  execute  a  valid  assignment  of  this 
income.  The  deed  there  did  not  (as  Mrs.  Roeetta  Terrt/s  does)  direct  the 
trustees  to  pay  the  same  into  her  own,  &c.,  *^  but  simply  to  her  for  her 
own  sole  use,"  which  the  Vice  Chancellor  regarded  "as  not  different  from 
a  limitation  to  such  uses  as  A  shall  in  a  certain  manner  appoint,  and 
subject  thereto  to  A  generally."  His  Honor  adhered  to  this  decision  in 
Brown  v,  Bamford  (4),  in  which  the  question  arose  on  words  then  stated 
by  the  Vice- Chancellor  to  be  the  same  in  substance  (though  certainly  not 
strictly  so)  as  the  words  in  Barrymore  v.  Ellis,  and  intimated  that  in 
order  to  settle  on  a  lady  property  over  which  she  was  to  have  no  power 
of  anticipation,  it  was  requisite  to  introduce  a  proviso  that  no  receipt 

(3)  S  Sim.  1.         (4)  11  Sim.  131. 
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should  bo  a  discharge  to  the  trustees  except  a  receipt  given  by  the  lady  18d0. 

for  the  rents  or  dividends  (according  to  the  nature  of  the  trust  property)  j^  re 

then  actually  become  due.     Subsequently  in  Medley  v.  HorUm  (5),  the  Hughes, 

same  doctrine  was  maintained,  the  only  difference  being  that  there  the  Therry  P.J. 
restraining  clause  did  not  apply  to  the  power  of  appointment  although 
it  did  to  the  gift. 

By  these  three  last  cited  cases  the  doctrine  established  by  the  Yice- 
Chancellor  is,  that  in  order  to  settle  property  to  the  separate  use  of  a 
femme  couverte^  the  restraining  clause  should  be  expressly  extended  to  the 
gift  and  to  the  power  of  appointment.  If  the  authorities  had  rested 
here,  I  confess,  I  should  have  felt  miore  difficulty  in  dealing  with  the 
present  case  than  I  at  present  entertain ;  but  I  find  by  the  judgment  of 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  on  appeal  in  Brown  v.  Bamford  (6),  Lord  Lynd- 
hursty  although  he  at  first  expressed  an  opinion  in  accordance  with  that 
of  the  Yice-Chancellor,  ultimately  on  argument  overruled  it,  saying, 
that  the  restriction  against  alienation  extended  to  the  whole  gift,  that 
such  was  the  true  construction  of  the  bequest,  and  that  it  corresponded 
with  what  appeared  to  have  been  in  that  case  the  manifest  intention  of 
the  testator.  The  following  observations  of  his  lordship  apply  with 
equal  force  to  the  deed  in  the  present  instance  as  they  did  to  the  will 
then  under  his  lordship's  consideration.  "  It  was  obviously  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  that  the  income  of  this  property  should  be  kept 
entire  for  the  use  of  his  daughter,  and  that  it  should  not  be  charged  or 
disposed  of,  except  as  the  successive  payments  should  become  due  ;  that 
it  should  not  in  any  way  be  anticipated.  It  cannot  reasonably  be 
supposed  that  he  would  be  so  careful  as  he  evidently  was  to  exclude  one 
mode  of  anticipation,  and  at  the  same  time  mean  to  have  the  property 
subject  to  alienation,  even  to  its  full  extent^  in  another  form." 

Kow  I  have  diligently  compared  the  terms  of  trust  in  Brown  v. 
Bamford  with  those  in  the  present  deed  of  settlement,  and  I  find  them 
substantially  the  same,  and  the  doctrine  established  in  that  judgment 
furnishes  a  guide  for  my  judgment  in  the  present  instance.  The  right 
to  appoint  there  as  here  is  not  to  be  exercised  until  the  rents  or  other 
income  become  due,  and  then  only  to  the  extent  of  what  is  due.  Thus, 
according  to  this  construction,  the  clause  against  anticipation  applied  to 
an  assignment  by  the  married  woman  of  her  separate  estate,  as  well  as 
to  an  appointment  in  execution  of  her  power,  though  it  was  not  pro- 
vided that  her  receipts  cUone  should  be  a  good  discharge.  This  con- 
struction is  further  sustained  by  the  judgment  of  Y.  C.  JT.  Bruce,  in 

(6)  14  Sim.  222.         (6)  1  Phil  620. 
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1850.        Baggett  v,  Meux  (7).     A  testator  devised  his  estate  to  his  daughter,  a 


jn  re  married  woman,  in  fee,  but  with  a  declaration  that  she  should  not  seUy 
Hughes,  charge,  mortgage,  or  encurnber  it,  followed  by  another  declaration  that 
Therry  P.J  she  should  take  it  for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit  and 
disposal,  and  have  the  sole  management  thereof,  independent  of  her 
husband,  and  free  from  his  control  or  intermeddling.  It  was  held  that 
the  restraining  clause  was  not  void,  inasmuch  as  it  must  be  taken  in 
connexion,  as  well  with  the  succeeding  and  preceding  words,  and  there- 
fore a  security  by  way  of  equitable  mortgage  executed  by  the  husband 
and  wife  to  a  party  who  had  notice  of  the  wife's  title  under  the  will,  was 
void  as  against  the  wife.  This  decision,  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor 
on  appeal  (8),  overrules  Medley  v,  fforton  (5),  to  which  I  have  referred. 
In  the  present  case,  the  first  part  of  the  clause  expresses  that  Mrs. 
Hughes  shall  not  dispose  by  anticipation  of  the  rents  which  shall  accrue, 
and  by  the  latter  part  those  rents  only,  %,e.,  those  which  shall  have 
accrued  are  to  be  paid  to  her,  so  that  the  trustees  can  only  pay  her  rents 
which  they  have  already  secured  ;  and  that  shows  clearly  that  the  first 
part  of  the  clause  is  intended  to  govern  the  whole  of  it.  From  these 
cases  I  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the  separate  estate  of  a  married 
woman  without  a  clause  against  anticipation  is  liable  to  her  debts,  but 
that  separate  estate,  restricted  by  such  a  clause,  is  not  so  liable  whei*e 
the  language  of  the  settlor  is  so  plain  and  clear,  as  in  the  present  in- 
stance, that  the  non-alienation  or  restrictive  clause  extends  both  to  the 
separate  estate  and  to  the  appointment  in  execution  of  her  power. 

The  precise  language  of  the  clause  in  the  present  settlement  is  that 
the  trustees  are  to  allow  Mrs.  ffu^ghes  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits.  Now 
rents  and  issues  mean  nearly  the  same  thing,  and  imply  a  lease  of  furni- 
ture, but  profits  is  another  word  for  advantages,  under  which  the  possessor 
and  user  comes.  If  then  the  furniture,  and  other  goods,  was  in  Mrs. 
HiLghes^  house,  the  trustees  were,  allowing  her  the  profits  of  them,  and 
they  were  in  her  possession.  If  then  there  had  been  no  clause  against 
anticipation,  the  Sheriff  might  and  ought  to  have  given  possession  under 
the  execution,  or  of  the  rents  and  profits  if  the  furniture  had  been  leased. 
What  then  is  the  effect  of  the  clause  against  anticipation  ?  As  a  general 
principle  that  clause  prevents  the  wife  from  parting  with  her  life  interest. 
The  main  object  of  it  is  to  protect  the  wife's  interest  against  the  inter- 
ference of  the  husband,  but  that  protection  would  bo  defeated  if  by 
adopting  the  husband's  debts  the  wife  allowed  her  separate  estate  to  be 
proceeded  against,  and  execution  to  issue  against  it  in  satisfaction  of 

(7)  1  Coll.  138.  (8)  1  PhiL  627. 
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such  debts.  Such  rents  and  issues  only  \i  the  furniture  had  been  leased,  1850. 
could  be  appointed  by  Mrs.  Hughes  as  has  become  dua  She  could  not  /;j  ^e 
appoint  one  shilling  of  rent  by  anticipation,  and  in  like  manner  as  to  Hughes. 
possession,  which  may  be  considered  to  represent  the  profits  or  ad  van-  Therry  P.J. 
tages  mentioned  in  the  deed  of  settlement, — she  could  not  anticipate  it 
either.  Beyond  the  point  of  time  that  she  was  in  actual  enjoyment  of 
it^  her  interest  in  it  was  precluded  by  the  clause  of  anticipation  from 
extending.  She  had  no  jus  disponendi  as  to  the  future,  and  as  she  could 
not  dispose  of  any  right  she  had  to  it — neither,  in  my  opinion,  could  the 
Sheriff  do  so.  If  Mrs.  Hughes  could  not  herself  defeat  the  claim  by 
anticipation,  it  is  equally  valid  and  available,  in  my  opinion,  for  the 
protection  of  the  property  against  the  Sheriff's  execution,  which  is  in  fact 
an  anticipation.  On  the  whole  then,  I  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the 
Sheriff  would  have  been  justified  in  delivering  possession,  if  there  had 
been  no  clause  against  anticipation,  because  the  possession  for  Mrs. 
HugJies*  life  could  have  been  delivered  ;  but  that  clause  I  think  prevented 
him  from  settling  any  future  rents ;  if  the  chattels  had  been  leased,  or 
sMj  future  right  of  possession  :  in  other  words,  it  operated  as  a  restrain- 
ing clause  against  the  disposal  of  rents  and  issues,  except  as  to  rents  and 
issues  already  due,  and  altogether  as  restrictive  of  the  sale  of  future 
right  of  possession.  The  application  must  therefore  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Mr.  Broadhubst  said,  that  as  the  application  ^as  on  behalf  of  the 
Sheriff,  it  should  not  be  dismissed  with  cost& 

His  Honor  said,  if  Mr.  Broadhurst  could  produce  any  authority  to 

show  why  there  should  be  an  exception  in  favour  of  the  Sheriff  to  the 

rule  that  a  party  succeeding  was  entitled  to  '  his  costs  he  might  mention 

the  matter  again.     He  would,  therefore,  for  the  present,  reserve  the 

question  of  costs. 

Application  dismissed. 
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1850.  LAWSON  V.  WESTON  and  ahother.    (1) 

JligJucay^Pi^esumption  of  dedication — Long  tuer — InUrruption  of  u^er. 
StepfienCJ, 

^  ^d^'^  '^^  constitute  the  dedication  of  a  roadway  to  the  public,  there  must  have  existed, 

Therry  J.      ^  ^®  mind  of  the  owner  of  the  soil,  an  intention  to  dedicate  it. 

Long  user  of  a  roadway  by  the  public  is  evidence  ordinarily  of  a  dedication. 

An  act  done  by  an  owner  to  notify  his  dissent  must  be  decided  and  unequi*^ 
vocal  in  its  character  to  rebut  the  presumption  raised  by  continual  user. 

The  public  may  diverge  from  a  road,  if  it  be  rendered  impassable,  whether  by 
accident  or  the  intentional  obstruction  of  the  same. 

New  tried  motioTL — The  action  was  for  trespass  to  land,  and  the  pleas 
were,  first,  not  guilty,  and  second,  a  dedication  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
public  of  a  right  of  way  over  the  land,  whereon  the  alleged  trespass  had 
taken  place. 

The  case  was  tried  before  His  Honor  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson^  whose 
summing  up  was  to  the  effect  that  there  was  no  doubt  as  to  which  way 
the  verdict  ought  to  be  on  the  first  issue.  The  evidence  was  clear  to  prove 
that  a  trespass  had  been  committed.  The  struggle  was  on  the  question 
raised  by  the  second  plea,  viz.,  as  to  the  right  of  road.  A  road  cannot 
be  a  highway  unless  it  leads  to  a  public  place.  A  highway,  except  where 
made  by  the  express  enactment  of  the  legislature,  derives  its  existence 
from  a  dedication  to  the  public  by  the  owner  of  the  land,  over  which  tbe 
highway  extends,  of  a  right  of  passage  over  it;  and  this  dedication, 
though  it  be  not  made  in  express  terms,  as  it  indeed  seldom  is,  may  and 
will  be  presumed  from  an  uninterrupted  use  by  the  public  of  the  right  of 
way  claimed.  Two  questions  therefore  arose  here ;  first,  whether  there 
has  been  a  usage ;  and  secondly,  whether  it  has  been  interrupted. 
Having  made  up  their  minds  as  to  the  usage,  was  there  an  intentional 
dedication  by  either  of  the  former  owners  of  the  land  ?  They  need  not 
find  which  of  the  three  did  dedicate,  so  long  as  they  were  satisfied 
an  intentional  dedication  took  place.  The  question  was,  was  the  usage 
of  the  road  explainable  otherwise  than  by  a  dedication  ?  If  it  were,  for 
instance,  by  a  lying-by  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  in  not  asserting  his 
rights  to  exclude  the  public,  there  would  be  no  dedication.  To  find  for 
the  defendant  they  must  be  satisfied  that  an  intentional  dedication  had 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Nov.  27,  Dec.  31, 1850 ;  and  March  27, 1851. 
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taken  placa  Usage  was  evidence  of  a  dedication,  but  might  be  rebutted 
by  other  circumstances.  The  longer  the  usage,  the  safer  the  deduction 
of  dedication  (2). 

The  juxy  on  the  second  issue  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

A  new  trial  was  moved  for,  December  30,  by — 

The  Solicitor-General  and  Broddhursty  for  the  plaintiff.  The  verdict 
was  against  both  law  and  evidence.  The  direction  of  His  Honor  was 
that  there  must  be  specific  evidence  of  dedication.  No  amount  of 
usurpation  would  prove  this.  There  was  no  intention  of  abandoning 
ownership,  but  merely  a  permissive  user  for  the  convenience  of  neigh- 
bours. There  was  evidence  that  one  person  had  been  prevented  from 
using  the  way. 

Foster  and  Darvall,  contra.  There  was  abundant  evidence  to  raise 
the  presumption  of  dedication.  Sixteen  persons  were  proved  to  have 
continually  passed  without  objection.  An  intention  to  interrupt  the 
user  would  have  been  evidenced,  if  it  had  existed,  by  more  than  one 
interruption. 

The  Chief  Justice  was  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  verdict  was  a 
mistaken  one.  Upon  the  whole,  however,  he  was  of  opinion  that  a  new 
trial  ought  to  be  granted  on  payment  of  costs.  The  question  at  issue 
was  one  of  great  importance  as  respected  the  whole  colony,  and  of 
peculiarly  great  importance  as  respected  the  interests  of  this  plaintiff 
and  the  owners  of  the  adjacent  lands.  It  ought  not,  therefore,  to  be 
decided  hastily  upon  evidence  in  any  way  defective ;  it  would  conse- 
quently be  inexpedient  and  unwise  to  decide  such  a  question  without 
again  submitting  it  to  the  investigation  of  a  jury.  As  to  the  law  of  the 
case,  his  own  opinion  was  that  there  must  be  an  intention  to  dedicate. 
A  man  could  not  be  said  to  give  without  meaning  to  gi^e.  But  the 
intention  to  dedicate  as  well  as  the  actual  dedication  might  be  shown  by 
evidence  of  user.  Uninterrupted  user  must  raise  such  a  presumption  of 
an  intention  to  dedicate  a  road  to  the  public  as  would  justify  them  in 
assuming  that  there  had  been  really  such  an  intention.  But  it  was  not 
necessary  for  a  jury  to  assume  that  at  some  particular  moment  the  person 
who  was  said  to  have  dedicated  the  road  to  the  public  had  conceived  a 
distinct  and  express  idea  of  making  such  a  dedication.  There  were  few 
if  any  cases  in  which  any  such  an  idea  as  this  had  entered  the  minds  of 
the  parties  who  were  presumed  by  the  operation  of  law  to  have  conceded 

(2)  From  the  report  of  the  first  trial,  Sydn^  Morning  Herald,  Nov.  27,  1650. 
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1850.  to  the  public  a  right  o£  road.  If  a  man  permitted  the  public  to  use  a 
Lawson  particular  piece  of  land  as  a  road  to  such  an  extent  and  for  such  a  length 
Wmton  ^^  *™®  ^®  ^  create  a  belief  that  he  meant  to  dedicate  to  their  service, 
he  must  be  assumed  to  have  contemplated  and  to  have  intended  the 
natural  effect  of  his  own  proceedings.  If  he  meant  to  retain  possession 
of  his  property,  he  would  naturally  exercise  at  times  certain  acts  of 
ownership  to  show  that  the  use  of  the  land  as  a  road  must  only  be 
understood  to  be  permissive. 

DiCKiNsox,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  direction  in  this  case  was 
perfectly  correct,  and  that  the  evidence  did  not,  according  to  that  direc- 
tion, sustain  the  verdict  which  had  been  returned.  There  might  have 
been  sufficient  evidence  of  user  to  amount  to,  proof  of  an  intention  to 
dedicate ;  but,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  present  case,  this 
evidence  would  be  equally  consistent  with  a  permissive  user  only.  Where 
evidence  went  to  represent  two  sets  of  facts,  it  proved  neither,  and  it 
was  desirable,  therefore,  that  there  should  be  a  second  investigation.  As 
to  the  direction,  the  question  in  this  case  was  dedication  or  no  dedica- 
tion j  and  no  man  could  be  held  to  dedicate  without  having  intended  to 
dedicate.  The  learned  Judge  quoted  the  authorities  of  Fark^  B.,  TindcUe^ 
C.J.,  WilliamSy  J.,  and  Paterson,  J.,  to  show  that  no  other  principles 
than  those  which  had  been  laid  down  in  this  direction  could  be  held  to 
govern  the  present  case. 

Therry,  J.,  was  also  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  already  assigned,  that 
a  new  trial  must  be  granted.  But  on  whatever  judge  the  duty  of  trying 
the  case  a  second  time  might  fall,  no  other  direction,  he  said,  could  be 
given  than  that  of  the  learned  judge  before  whom  the  first  trial  took 
place. 

A  new  trial  wa^  therefore  ordered  of  the  second  issue.  The  case  to  be 
tried  by  a  special  jury  of  twelve,  and  the  defendant  to  be  considered  as 
having  applied  for  this  jury. 

The  case  came  on  for  trial  again  on  March  24,  25,  and  26,  1851, 
before  His  Honor  the  Chief  Justice^  and  a  verdict  was  again  returned 
for  the  defendant. 

His  Honor  summed  up  the  case  to  the  Jury  as  follows : — 

1st.  To  constitute  the  dedication  of  a  roadway  to  the  Public,  there 
must  have  existed,  in  the  mind  of  the  owner  of  the  soil,  an  intention  to 
dedicate  it.  Mere  sufferance  of  an  user,  therefore,  by  negligence,  or  as 
a  matter  of  temporary  favour,  will  not  amount  to  a  dedication. 
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2nd.  Bat,  frequent  and  long  continued  user  o£  the  roadway,  by  the         1850. 
Public,  is  ordinarily  evidence  of  a  dedication ;    for  negligence  on  the      Lawson 
part  of  the  owner,  or  ignorance  of  his  rights,  or  indifference  to  them,      ,^  ^' 

,  WESTON* 

will  not  be  presumed.  This  evidence  will  be  more  or  less  conclusive, 
according  to  circumstances ;  but  particularly,  according  to  the  length 
of  the  time,  and  the  number  of  the  instances  of  user. 

3rd.  Nevertheless,  however  long  that  time  or  numerous  those  instances, 
any  open  act  or  distinct  circumstances,  done  or  caused  by  the  owner, 
indicating  and  notifying  an  intention  not  to  dedicate,  will  be  strong 
evidence  against  the  dedication.  But  it  is  essential  to  observe,  that  if, 
at  any  time,  by  any  owner,  a  dedication  (that  is,  a  designed  and  inten- 
tional dedication)  took  place,  that  dedication  could  not  afterwards  be 
recalled,  either  by  him  or  any  subsequent  owner. 

4th.  The  act  or  circumstance  must  be,  in  fact,  for  the  purpose  of 
exercising  the  right  of  dissent,  and  notifying  that  right  to  the  public. 
The  putting  up  of  a  fence  across  the  road,  so  as  to  prevent  access  to  it, 
would  be  one  of  the  strongest  instances  of  such  an  act ;  and,  if  there 
were  a  gateway  left  in  it,  but  the  gate  was  generally  or  often  kept 
locked,  the  inference  from  the  act  would  remain  the  same.  The  erection 
of  such  a  fence,  however,  with  a  slip  rail  in  it  at  the  point  of  intersection 
with  the  road,  or  a  gate  secured  by  a  hasp  only,  may  have  been  for  no 
purpose  of  dissent  and  obstruction.  It  may  have  been,  possibly,  for  the 
very  purpose  of  saving  the  right  of  the  public,  while  at  the  same  time 
protecting  the  owner,  by  preventing  cattle,  from  trespscssing  over  the 
land  on  either  side.  In  the  absence  of  any  such  act  or  circumstance 
for  the  purpose  of  expressing  and  notifying  dissent^  the  user  by  the 
public  is  evidence  that  the  owner  intended  a  dedication. 

5th.  As  the  purpose  must  be  to  notify  dissent  or  non-dedication,  the 
means  used  should  be  such  as  to  answer  that  purpose,  in  order  that  the 
public,  being  aware  of  the  denial  of  their  right  to  use  the  road,  may 
assert  that  right  by  forcibly  removing  the  obstruction,  or  otherwise 
opposing  the  act  done  in  disparagement  of  the  right.  If,  therefore, 
from  the  nature  of  the  interruption  (and  frem  the  fact  of  similar 
instances  of  obstruction  being  common,  in  known  and  recognised  Public 
Roads),  the  public  would  have  been  likely  to  misunderstand  its  purpose 
and  object,  the  fact  of  the  obstruction  itself  will  be  of  much  less  value 
obviously  than  an  interruption  decided  and  unequivocal  in  its  character. 

6th.  With  respect  to  any  change  in  the  direction  of  the  Bead,  this 
may  happen  in  various  ways  : — by  the  diverging  of  passengers,  without 
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1850.  the  consent  of  the  Owner  of  the  soil,  because  of  the  impasBable  state  of 
j.k\maK  the  tme  or  osiginal  line^  or  by  the  snbstitntion  of  a  new  line,  as  in  the 
Wkston  ^^'^^  ^^  ^^^  original  one,  by  dedication;  or  it  may  be,  in  certain  cases, 
by  public  authority.  If  there  be  a  public  road,  whether  by  dedication 
or  otherwise,  and  it  beeomes  impassable  from  any  cause,  the  public  may 
diverge  as  of  right,  taking  care,  of  course,  to  divei^  no  more  than  is 
necessary,  and  to  do  no  damage  to  the  soil  which  can  possibly  be  avoided. 
This  is  clearly  the  law,  where  a  road  becomes  impassable  by  reason  of 
floods,  or  other  accident ;  and  the  same  law  will  equally  apply,  on 
principle  and  in  reason,  where  the  cause  u  an  act  of  the  owner,  such  as 
the  ploughing  up  of  the  roadway,  or  putting  a  fence  acrdss  it,  producing 
the  same  result.  The  passengers  are  no  more  bound  to  procure  and 
use  axes,  to  cut  down  any  such  obstruction,  to  enable  them  to  traverse 
the  proper  line,  than  they  would  be  to  obtain  and  use  material  for 
repairing  it,  in  case  of  an  obstruction  by  the  act  of  God.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  diverging  has  been  by  conmnt  of  the  owner,  there  will 
be  a  new  right  created  by  "  dedication."  In  determining  whether  there 
has  been  such  a  consent  or  dedication,  the  same  considerations  will  arise 
for  inquiry,  as  apply  to  and  govern  the  case  of  the  original  line. 

The  Jury  retired  for  a  quarter  of  an  hour,  and  on  their  return  into 
Court  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  They  also  added  at  his 
Honor's  request  that  they  believed  the  slip  rails  were  put  up  for  the 
purpose  of  keeping  the  cattle  in,  and  not  as  an  obstruction  to  the 
public. 


SUPREME   COCHT   CASES. 


671 


[In  Cpiamberb.] 
REGINA  t7.  BUTTERWORTH.  (1)  1851. 

Oaming — 14  Vic,  No,  9 — "  Common  gaining  house** — Committal  to  "  nearest "  ga>ol 

amendment  of  conviction.  Stephen  Q, 3. 

A  '* common  gaming  house"  is  one,  in  which  games  are  commonly  played  with 
cards,  dice,  balls,  or  other  implements  ordinarily  used  in  gaming,  whether  sdch 
^mes  be  in  themselves  nnl&wfnl  or  not ;  such  games  being  played,  not  for  the 
recreation  merely  of  the  keeper  and  his  family,  and  being  played  habitually  or 
very  frequently.  It  is  immaterial  whether  they  be  for  any  stake  or  wager,  or 
not.  Although  it  did  not  appear  by  the  warrant  or  the  conviction  that  the 
prisoner,  convicted  of  keeping  a  common  gaming  house,  was  a  person  *'  found  **  in 
a  gaming  house,  or  *'  brought  before  "  the  justices,  under  a  search  warrant,  these 
facts  were  shown  by  the  depositions  and  other  proceedings,  and  it  was  not 
necessary  therefore  to  proceed  by  information,  under  the  Gaming  Act,  14  Vic, 
No.  9,  sec.  1,  but  the  conviction  could  be  amended,  by  virtue  of  14  Via,  Ko.  43, 
s.  9.  The  committal  of  the  prisoner  at  Windsor  to  the  Parramatta  Gaol  was 
illegal,  the  Gaming  Act  requiring  such  committal  to  be  to  the  nearest  gaol,  and 
the  Gaol  Act,  4  Vic,  No.  29,  having  constituted  a  gaol  establishment  at  Windsor, 
although  this  prison  was  at  the  time  of  the  committal  without  officers. 

The  prisoner  waa  convicted  by  the  justices  at  Windsor  of  keeping  a 
common  gaming  house  in  the  town  of  Windsor,  against  the  statute, 
14  Yic,  No.  9,  s.  1,  and  sentenced  to  be  imprisoned  in  Parramatta 
Gaol,  with  bard  labour,  for  three  months.  A  writ  of  Haheas  Corpus 
having  been  granted,  on  the  return  before  the  Chief  Justice^  Mr.  Nichols, 
for  the  prisoner,  objected  to  the  validity  of  the  proceedings.  His 
Honor,  after  consideration,  delivered  the  following  judgment,  February 

The  Chief  Justicb.  I  have  considered  the  objections  to  the  conviction 
and  commitment  in  this  case,  in  connection  with  the  Act  14  Via,  No.  9, 
and  the  decisions  on  the  subject  of  gaming  and  common  gaming  houses ; 
as  also  in  connection  with  the  Gaol  Act  and  Schedule  thereto  ;  and  the 
following  is  my  judgment  on  the  several  points : — 

The  14  Tic,  No.  9,  appears  to  be  only  a  copy  of  the  recent  English 
Gaming  Act,  but  it  is,  nevertheless,  one  of  tlie  most  ill-drawn  and 
perplexing  enactments  I  ever  read.  Its  provisions,  therefore,  are  very 
difficult  to  be  understood,  and  the  cases  under  the  previous  statutes  (I 

(1)  Tlie  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Yeh,  24,  1851.     Cited  1  S.C.R.  184;  2  S.C.R. 
185  ;  2  S.C.R.  280  ;  8  N.S.W.,  L.R.  62  ;  8  N.S.W.,  L.R.,  412. 


672  SUPREME   COURT  CASKS. 

1851.        have  seen  none  under  the  new  law),  do  not  afford  any  guide.     It  is 

Regina      quite  possible,  therefore,  that  a  different  opinion  may  be  formed  as  to 

BuTraawoRTH    *'^®  ^^^^  construction  of  this  confused  piece  of  legislation ;  and  for  this 

^     ,     n  J    '^^''^^»  ^  ^^®  subject  is  important,  it  may  be  desirable  to  obtain  at  an 

early  day  the  decision  of  the  Full  Court  upon  it. 

It  does  not  appear  by  the  warrant,  or  the  conviction,  that  Buttenoorth 
was  a  person  "  found "  in  a  gaming  house,  or  "  brought  before "  the 
justices,  under  a  search  warrant.  And  it  is  not  stated,  nor  is  it  the 
fact,  that  he  was  convicted  on  any  *'  information "  laid  before  them. 
But  by  the  depositions  and  other  proceedings  before  me,  it  appears  that 
he  was  so  found  and  brought :  and  therefore,  in  my  opinion  (on  the  best 
consideration  I  can  give  the  Act,  more  particularly  in  its  first  section), 
it  was  not  necessary  for  the  prosecutor  to  proceed  by  information. 
Consequently,  I  should  allow  the  conviction  to  be  now  amended  (under 
the  late  Act  of  14  Vic,  No.  43,  s.  9),  by  inserting  therein  the  facts  in 
question,  were  it  not  that  there  is  another  defect,  presently  to  be 
mentioned,  which  no  amendment  in  my  power  to  authorise  could 
remedy. 

I  think  nothing  of  the  objection  respecting  the  substitution  of  Butter- 
wortKs  name  for  FreemarCs  in  the  search  warrant.  The  substitution 
operated  nothing,  for  the  warrant  had  then  already  done  its  work. 
Neither  was  it  necessary,  in  the  search  warrant,  or  in  the  complaint  and 
information  on  which  it  issued,  to  mention  any  name.  That  informa- 
tion, on  the  other  hand,  was  not  one  which  could  have  supported  any 
conviction,  because  it  was  merely  the  initiatory  step  for  procuring  the 
search  warrant ;  and  it  was  for  that  purpose  (I  may  observe  in  passing) 
unnecessarily  positive,  since  the  Act  only  requires  reasonable  suspicion 
and  common  report  to  justify  such  a  warrant. 

Whether  the  keeper  of  a  gaming  house  could  be  convicted  under  the 
14  Vic,  No.  9,  in  any  case  where  no  search  warrant  had  previously 
issued,  is  (on  the  peculiar  wording  of  this  enactment)  a  very  doubtful 
question.  I  am  not  bound,  however,  to  give  any  opinion  on  that  point. 
He  would  still  be  open  to  prosecution  at  the  common  law. 

Notwithstanding  the  difiiculty  introduced  by  the  use  of  the  words 
"  unlawful  game  "  in  sections  2  and  4,  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  common 
gaming  house  is  one  in  which  games  are  commonly  played  with  cards, 
dice,  balls,  or  other  implements  ordinarily  used  in  gaming,  whether  such 
games  be  in  themselves  unlawful  or  not ;  such  games  being  played,  not 
for  the  recreation  merely  of  the  keeper  and  his  family,  and  being  played 
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habitually  or  very  frequently  ;  and  I  think  it  immaterial,  if  so  played,        1851. 
whether  they  be  for  any  stake  or  wager,  or  not*     By  s.  3  no  proof  of      Reoina 
playing  for  a  stake  or  wager  is  required.     There  is  nothing  said,  as  in   ^ ,     ''■ 
8.  4,  about  pHmd/acie  proof.     And  in  this  same  s.  4  the  finding  of  any  ,,     ,      ^  j 
such  cards,  dice,  or  balls  upon  a  search  warrant,  as  here,  is  evidence 
(till  the  contrary  be  shown)  that  the  house  was  in  fact  a  common  gaming 
house. 

The  point  is  one,  however,  I  admit,  of  great  doubt.  Section  3  would 
seem,  moreover,  not  to  apply  to  the  present  case,  because  Butterworth 
was  not  prosecuted  on  "  indictment  or  information,"  as  already  observed. 
But  as  halU  are  expressly  called  implements  of  gaming,  and  as  I  can  find 
no  definition  of  what  is  an  "  unlawful  "  game,  but  all  playing  is  gaming, 
or  not,  according  to  circumstances,  and  gaming  becomes  then  only 
unlawful  in  the  individual  playing  (except  in  a  "common  gaming  house ''), 
when  it  is  for  excessive  stakes,  or  otherwise  than  bond  fide  for  recreation, 
I  think  that  the  unlawfulness  of  the  game,  in  itself,  at  which  the  parties 
played  in  this  case,  was  not  a  question  for  inquiry.  Why  the  words 
'*  unlawful  game  "  were  introduced  I  confess  that  I  cannot  understand. 
A  solution  may  be  found,  perhaps,  on  some  future  occasion. 

The  only  remaining  objection,  therefore,  is  that  which  respects  the 
particular  gaol  to  which  Butterworth  has  been  committed;  and  this, 
however  irrespective  it  may  be  of  the  merits  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion 
cannot  be  got  over.  The  Gaming  Act  requires  that  the  commitment 
shall  be  to  the  nearest  gaol.  The  offence,  if  committed  at  all,  was  com- 
mitted in  Windsor,  and  the  conviction  was  in  Windsor.  Now,  by  the 
Gaol  Act  (of  which  we  are,  of  course,  bound  to  have  knowledge),  there 
is  a  public  gaol  established  at  Windsor.  There  is  no  power  given  by  the 
Act  to  discontinue  any  gaol  so  established.  The  Governor  may  appoint 
new  gaols ;  but  no  power  is  given  him  to  abolish  any  of  the  existing 
gaols.  Now  it  is  suggested,  and  the  fact  may  be  so,  that  there  are  no 
officers  at  the  Windsor  Gaol,  and  that,  practically,  it  has  been  abolished 
by  the  discontinuance  of  the  building  for  gaol  purpose&  But  supposing 
all  this  to  be  true  (of  which  I  have  no  knowledge  whatever),  the  magis- 
trates should  have  made  it  appear  distinctly  on  the  proceedings,  and  have 
stated  that  Parramatta,  in  truth,  loas  the  "nearest "  gaol.  Possibly,  this 
might  have  removed  the  objection.  I  do  not  say  that  it  would,  for  the 
point  requires  consideration.  The  Legislature  has,  by  express  enactment, 
established  a  gaol  at  Windsor,  and  has  never  by  any  other  enactment 
abolished  that  gaol.  Can  the  judges  hold,  in  such  a  state  of  things,  that 
merely  because  there  is  no  actual  gaol  establishment  there,  a  man  can 

2u 
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1851.        be  sent  to  the  next  nearest  gaol  ?    Had  the  Windsor  Gaol  been  bnmed, 

Rbqzna      ^^  otherwise  made  non-existent,  the  nearest  gaol  would  have   been 

^     ^'  Parramatta,  doubtless.    But  whether  the  absence  o£  officers  deprives  the 

sf*    J.     n  J    building  of  its  character  as  a  gaol,  that  character  having  been  astigned  to 

it  by  an  express  enactment  still  in/orccy  I  do  very  much  question. 

It  is  sufficient  to  say,  however,  at  present,  that  the  necessary  facts  to 
raise  that  question  are  not  before  me.  The  prisoner,  therefore,  must  be 
discharged. 
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THE  BANK  OF  AUSTRALASIA  r.  FRAZER  and  Wife.  (1)  1851 


Scire  Facias  on  ajttdgmerU  return  oflwo  nikils — Defendants  out  of  Hie  jurisdiction —         ^^ 

Standing  RuU  QS^Sngliah  Practice,  Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J. 

Persons  not  resident  in  the  Colony  are  not  liable  to  a  judgment  upon  the  matters  ^^^ 

here  made  equivalent  to  the  return  of  two  niJiih  to  a  Sci.  Fa.,  requiring  them,  as      ■*  <^'''2^«'« 

shareholders  in  a  certain  Company,  to  show  cause  why  they  should  not  satisfy  a 

judgment  obtained  against  the  said  Company  (2).    The  English  practice,  dispensing 

with  actual  service,  never  could  have  been  applicable  to  cases,  in  which  the 

defendant  was  at  no  time  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  Courts. 

The  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  A  judgment  having  been  obtained  in  this 
Court,  by  the  Bank  of  Australasia,  against  the  tlien  manager  of  the 
Company  carrying  on  business  in  this  colony  called  the  Bank  of 
Australia,  for  a  debt  due  by  the  latter  to  the  former  establishment,  a 
JScire  Facias  by  leave  of  a  judge  was  sued  out  against  the  defendants, 
as  members  of  the  latter  body.  It  appears  that  the  defendants,  never 
having  been  in  this  colony,  could  not  be  found,  and  that  the  Sci,  Fa. 
was  served  on  certain  parties,  who  were  sworn,  on  affidavit^  to  have 
acted  in  the  colony  as  the  defendants'  attorneys,  on  previous  occasions, 
in  executing  the  deed  of  co-partnership  of  the  Company,  and  receiving 
the  dividends.  The  plaintiff,  moreover,  caused  notice  of  the  issue  of 
the  writ  to  be  issued  by  the  Sheriff  in  the  Gazette;  requiring  the 
defendants  (in  terms  of  the  88  th  Standing  Rule)  to  appear  at  a  certain 
day  and  show  cause,  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ  The 
defendants  failed  to  appear  according  to  that  notice,  and  the  plaintiffs 
then  under  the  said  88th  Kule  signed  judgment  against  them. 

In  the  following  term,  Mr.  Fisher^  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  but 
without  instructions  from  them,  moved  to  set  that  judgment  aside,  on 
the  ground  that  the  88th  Rule  did  not  apply  to  defendants  never 
resident  in  the  Colony,  and  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  notice 
personally.  He  urged,  that  it  was  contrary  to  natural  justice,  that  a 
judgment  should  pass  against  a  party  who  had  no  opportunity  of  con- 
testing the  proceeding  on  which  it  was  founded ;  and  he  contended  that 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  AprU  3,  1851. 

(2)  The  88th  Standing  Rale  provides  that,  in  case  the  defendant  cannot  be 
found,  on  the  return  to  the  writ  of  Sci.  Fa,,  a  Judge  may  order  a  notice  to  be 
inserted  in  the  Oazetle,  and  on  the  defendant  failing  to  appear  judgment  may  be 
bad  as  on  the  return  of  two  ntAiVs  at  Westminster. 
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^^^'        the  English  practice  of  treating  ttoo  nihiU  as  equivalent  to  a  scire  Jhd^ 
Bank  of     did  not  apply,  where  the  writ  was  issued,  as  in  this  case,  for  the  purpose 

A^  U  ^1'  HALi  ABIA 

„  of  introducing  a  new  person  on  the  record.     He  referred  to  Beequet  r. 

Fbazer.      McCarthy  (3),  and  to  Don,  v,  Lippman  (4),  and  the  decisions  cited  in 

Stephen  C.J.  those  cases ;  also  to  Coysgame  v.  Fly  (5) ;  Bagwall  v.  Gray  (6) ;  Smith 

V,  Crane  (7)  j  Bedington  v.  Bedington  (8) ;  and  to  Arch.  Pr,  (Ed.  1840), 

p.  1021. 

The  Solicitor-General f  Mr.  Foster,  and  Mr.  Broadhurst,  for  the 
Plaintiffs,  submitted  that  the  judgment  was  properly  signed.  They  had 
done,  they  said  all  that  was  possible.  It  appeared  by  the  affidavits,  on 
which  the  leave  to  issue  the  writ  was  obtained,  that  the  defendants  were 
shareholders  in  the  Bank  of  Australia ;  and  that  they  had  attome3rs  in 
this  colony,  who  signed  the  Bank  Deed  and  received  the  dividends  for 
them.  The  writ  has  been  served  on  those  persons.  The  plaintiffs  had 
followed  the  English  practice,  as  far  as  they  could  by  obtaining  a  Judge's 
order  to  issue  the  writ ;  and  they  had  also  adopted  the  practice  which 
was  prescribed  by  the  88th  rule  of  this  Court.  The  plaintiffs  had  no 
notice  or  knowledge  of  the  residence  of  shareholders  in  the  Bank  of 
Australia.  The  judgment,  they  observed,  was  not  to  affect  the  defendants 
elsewhere ;  but  to  operate  only  on  property  which  they  had  in  this 
colony ;  and  if  the  defendants  sustained  any  injustice  they  had  their 
remedy  by  an  auditd  qicereld.  They  cited  Gurney  v.  Hardenherg  (9)  ; 
Douglas  v.  Forrest  (10) ;  Turner  v.  Davis  (11) ;  also  p.  1078  and  9  of 
Arch,  Pr.  (Ed.  1840),  and  pages  91  and  261  of  Stephen^s  Practice  in  this 
Court. 

Mr.  Fisher,  in  reply,  observed,  that  the  question  "  member  or  no " 
could  not  be  tried  on  affidavits  ;  that  the  introducing  of  a  shareholder 
on  the  record  of  a  judgment,  obtained  against  the  public  officer  of  a 
company,  was  in  effect  the  introduction  of  a  new  party  ;  and  that  the 
case  of  Bail  was  an  exception,  grounded  on  the  peculiar  reason  that 
they  are  bound  to  watch  the  Sheriff's  Office.  He  referred  to  the 
judgment  of  Baron  Parke,  in  Uarwood  v.  Law  (12);  Bosanquet  r. 
Ransford  (13) ;  Dodgson  v.  Scott  (14) ;  and  some  others. 

"We  have  very  fully  considered  this  case,  and  referred  to  the  authorities 
cited ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  against  the  defendants 
must  be  set  aside. 

(3)  2  B.  and  Ad.  951.  (4)  5  CI.  and  Fin.  21.  (5)  2  Wm.  Bl.  995.  (6)  2  Wm. 
Bl.  1140.  (7)  8  Moore  O.P.  8.  (8)  5  Bing.  234.  (9)  1  Taunt.  4S7.  (10)  4 
Bing.  686.  (U)  2  Vn.  Wins.  Sannd.  I48a»  and  see  p.  72  t,  note  s.  (12)  7  M.  & 
W.  203.       (13)  11  A.  &  E.  520.       (14)  2  Exch.  Rep.  457. 
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The  88th  Standing  Rule  of  this  Court,  on  which  the  plaintiffs  rely,  is        1851. 


to  the  following  effect : — It  provides  that  writs  of  scire  facias  may  be      Bank  of 
made  returnable  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner  as  other  process ;  that  Australasia 
a  copy  of  every  such  writ  shall  be  served  upon  the  defendant,  without      Fbazeb, 
any  summons,  and  upon  proof  of  such  service,  shall  amount  to  a  scire  Stephen  C J* 
feciy  and  that,  in  case  the  defendant  cannot  be  found,  a  Judge  may 
order  the  Sheriff  to  cause  notice  of  the  writ  to  be  inserted  in  the 
Gazette  requiring  the  defendant  to  appear  at  a  certain  day,  and  show 
cause  according  to  the  exigency  of  such  writ ;  and  if  the  defendant 
shall  fail  to  appear  according  to  such  notice,  "  such  default  shall  be  as 
sufficient  to  found  a  judgment,  as  two  nihils  returned  by  the  law  and 
practice  of  the  King's  Courts  at  Westminster.''  And  the  question  under 
that  rule,  as  it  appears  to  us,  is  identical  with  the  following: — "  Could 
a  judgment  in  any  of  the  courts  at  Westminister  be  had  against  an 
individual  who  never  was  in  England  ;  but  resided  in  this  colony,  being, 
however,  a  shareholder  in  an  English  Joint  Stock  Banking  Company, 
upon  two  nihils  returned  to  a  scire  facias^  issued  to  enforce  a  judgment 
obtained  against  the  Public  Officer  of  such  Company. 

Now,  before  the  Slst  Rule  of  Hilary  Term,  4  Wm.  IV,  there  is  no 
doubt  that  in  certain  cases,  if  not  in  all,  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  by  which  this  Court  is  guided  in  cases  not 
otherwise  provided  for,  the  return  of  two  nihils  to  a  scire  facias  was 
deemed  equivalent  to  actual  service  of  the  writ,  on  the  person  to  be 
affected  by  it.  This  practice  is  of  ancient  date,  and  the  reason  of  it  is 
not  clear  upon  the  decisions.  In  the  cases  of  a  scire  facias  against  Bail, 
however,  it  may  easily  be  understood,  and  it  is  doubtless  that  suggested 
Lord  Kenyony  in  Clarke  u  Bradshaw  (15).  Bail  are  considered  the 
gaolers  of  their  principal,  and  they  undertake  that  he  shall  be  forth- 
coming when  called  upon.  This  is  properly  at  the  return  of  the  capias. 
Whatever  time  they  are  allowed  to  render  him,  afterwards,  is  by  the 
indulgence  of  the  Court.  This  either  is  by  two  writs  of  scire  facias^ 
returned  nihil  upon  each,  or  one  such  writ,  and  a  summons,  with  a 
return  of  scire  feci^  after  the  writ  has  lain  a  certain  time  in  the  office. 
The  Bail  are  bound  to  watch  these  proceedings,  and  to  have  their  prin- 
cipal ready  at  the  plaintiff's  call.  And,  as  this  was  the  practice  with 
regard  to  Bail,  who  are  conditional  judgment  debtors,  we  can  understand 
the  same  rule  being  applied  to  absolute  judgment  debtors.  For  such 
parties,  having  suffered  judgment,  know  that  they  are  liable  to  execu- 
tion, and  ought  to  pay  the  money  ;  or,  by  watching  the  Sheriff^f^  office, 

(15)  1  East.  86. 
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1851.        should  be  ready  to  show  why  no  execution  ought  to  iasue.     But,  though 


Bakk  of     ^^  seems  to  be  laid  down  in  the  text  books,  that  the  rule  in  question  is 

Australasia  applicable  to  all  cases,  we  do  not  so  readily  comprehend  how  it  oonld 

Frazkr.      with  propriety  be  applied,  where  a  sci  /a.  issues  against  a  person  not 

Stephen  C.J,    named  on  the  record,  or  necessarily  cognizant  of  the  record.     In  the 

two  former  cases  the  parties  know  that  they  are  liable  to  be  called  on 

by  writ,  and  it  may  not  be  unreasonable  to  expect  that*  they  should 

inquire  of  the  Sheriff  if  he  has  one.     But,  on  the  supposition  that  the 

peraon  called  on  by  9ci,  fa.  is  individually  a  stranger  to  the  record,  how 

can  he  be  expected  to  anticipate  an  execution  against  him,  upon  a 

judgment  of  which  he  probably  knotoa  nothing  f 

Considering  Uie  defendants  in  the  case  as,  in  fact,  strangers  to  the 
judgment  against  the  Bank  of  Australia,  we  are  strongly  inclined  to 
think,  upon  the  reason  of  the  thing,  and  the  language  of  the  writ^  that 
at  no  time  could  a  judgment  have  been  signed  against  them,  until  after 
they  had  been  personally  served  with  the  writ.  But  allowing  that, 
according  to  the  old  practice,  the  rule  dispensing  with  service  was  applied 
to  strangers  to  the  record,  it  is  still  to  be  observed  that,  in  none  of  the 
cases  cited,  were  the  strangers  to  the  Record  such  persons  as  members 
of  a  Joint  Stock  Company.  In  this  case  there  has  been  no  judgment 
specifically  against  the  debtors  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  is  to  say,  against 
the  company  called  the  Bank  of  Australia,  but  merely  against  the  public 
officers  of  that  bank.  To  make  any  shareholder  liable  to  that  judgment, 
he  must  be  brought  on  the  record  by  scire /<iciaSy  because  he  is  a 
stranger.  But  as  he  can  only  be  made  liable  on  account  of  his  member- 
ship he  ought  to  have  an  opportunity  of  contesting  that  fact^  and  the 
question  "  membership  or  not "  must  be  determined  by  a  jury.  Hence 
it  fl4>pear8  to  us  to  be  clear,  that  persons  so  situated  are  entitled  to  be 
actually  called  before  a  Jury,  and  cannot  be  rendered  liable,  on  proof 
by  affidavit  of  their  membership.  We  conceive,  therefore,  that^  had 
such  a  Judgment  as  the  one  sought  to  be  enforced  here  been  obtained 
at  Westminister,  and  a  Set,  Fa.  been  issued  out  of  one  of  the  Courts 
there  against  persons  resident  in  this  colony,  (and  strangers  to  the 
Record,  as  these  defendants  are),  seeking  to  have  execution  against 
them,  such  persons  would  not  have  l>een  liable  to  a  Judgment  on  the 
Sei,  Fa,  upon  two  xVtAi/«  returned  only  : — and,  if  so  the  Judgment  in 
this  case  was  erroneous,  on  matters  made  equitxdent  to  two  ITihilU, 

The  several  objections  made  to  the  necessity  for  actual  service,  that, 
being  members,  the  defendants  are  represented  by  the  public  officer,  and 
therefore  in  effect  before  the  Court,  and  that  it  is  an  injustice,  that 
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persons  who  have  by  attorney  subscribed  the  copartnership  deed,  and         1851. 
obtained  profits  in  the  colony,  should  now  assert  that  they  are  not  here      Bank  of 
but  in  England,  and  then  demand  to  be  actually  summoned,  seem  plainly  -A.ustbalasia 
all  based  on  the  assumption,  that  these  defendants  are  in  truth  in  the      Fkazer. 
position  which  it  is  the  object  of  the  Scire  Fizcias  to  establish  against  Stephen  C.J. 
thenL     The  argument  may  be  exhibited  thus : — "  You  require  no  notice, 
to  enable  you  to  prove  you  are  not  a  member,  because  you  are  a  member." 
But  the  argument,  so  exhibited,  is  a  palpable  absurdity. 

In  conclusion  we  will  add,  that  at  any  rate  the  English  practice  dis- 
pensing with  actual  service,  never  could  have  been  applicable  in  any  of 
the  Courts,  to  cases  in  which  the  defendant,  as  in  this  case,  was  at  no 
time  within  their  jurisdiction.  Nor  can  we  readily  conceive,  that  the 
Rule  of  this  Court  adopting  that  practice,  or  introducing  one  intended 
as  a  substitute  for  it,  was  ever  meant  to  be  extended  to  such  cases.  If 
we  assume  the  evidence  before  us  to  be  true,  these  defendants  were 
parties  to  the  contract  made  by  the  Company,  a  contract  made  in  this 
colony,  and  one  therefore,  on  which — though  never  themselves  person- 
ally— the  defendants  might  justly  be  sued  in  the  colony.  If  members 
of  that  company,  carrying  on  business  in  this  colony,  the  defendants 
might  justly  be  regarded  as  constructively  present.  We  might,  even, 
for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  consider  them  in  that  case  as,  in  effect, 
parties  to  the  judgment  But  we  do  not  see  how  the  objection  can  be 
overcome,  that  we  are  asked  to  conclude  them  to  be  members,  and  so  to 
determine  the  case  finally  against  them,  on  evidence  which  in  fact  they 
have  never  heard,  and  which  there  are  no  means  assured  to  them,  by 
law,  of  their  ever  having  the  opportunity  of  refuting.  The  law  in  these 
cases,  it  may  be,  is  defective  ;  but  it  is  not  for  us,  in  this  place  to  supply 
the  defect.  Under  our  '*  Foreign  Attachment"  Act  the  property  of 
absent  debtors  may  be  taken,  whether  they  shall  ever  have  been  resident 
or  not ;  for  a  man  may  contract  by  agent,  as  well  as  in  person.  But 
the  provisions  of  that  Act  do  not  extend,  it  appears,  to  writs  of  Scire 
FetciaSf  and  we  cannot  extend  the  remedy.  Under  that  Act^  indeed, 
ample  protection  is  afforded  to  the  absentee,  against  fraud  or  error  of 
any  kind,  for  security  must  be  given  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  judgment 
may  afterwards  be  vacated,  and  costs  and  damages  be  summarily  awarded 
against  him.  Here,  however,  no  such  check  or  safeguard  would  exist ; 
but  the  defendants,  without  actual  notice,  would  be  condemned  for  a 
contumacy  of  which  they  are  innocent,  upon  an  assumption,  behind 
their  backs,  which  may  eventually  turn  out  to  be  untrua 

Judgment  srt  aside. 
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1851.  REGINA  V.  MINTOSH  [No.  I].  (1) 


April  2. 

Juriadiction — Sa,  Fa,  to  repeal  Crcwn  Grant — Grant  to  a  deceased  per^m — 
SHeph^n  C.J.  9  q^^^  jy  c,  83,  ».  11. 

and 

^  The  Supreme  Court  has  a  Common  Law  jurisdiction  to  entertain  a  Scire  Facias 

for  the  repeal  of  a  Crown  Grant,  and  the  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  s.  11,  confers  the  same 
power. 

A  Sci.  Fa,  is  not  maintainable  to  repeal  a  Crown  Grant  to  a  person  deceased 
before  the  issue  thereof,  the  instrument  being  a  nullity. 

Demurrer  to  a  writ  of  Sci,  Fa,  This  case  was  argued,  Dec.  20,  1850, 
by  Broadhurst  (Foster  and  Fisher  with  him)  for  the  defendant,  and 
Darvall  (with  the  Solicitor-General)  for  the  Crown.  The  reserved 
judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered,  April  2,  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  was  a  demurrer  to  a  Scire  Facias^  issued 
to  repeal  a  Crown  Grant  made  to  one  Robert  M^Intosh^  of  some  land 
in  the  City  of  Sydney. 

The  writ  recites  that  Robert  Mcintosh,  "formerly  of  Sydney,  Musician," 
but  now  deceased,  was  in  his  lifetime  the  intended  Grantee  of  the  land  ; 
and  that,  after  his  death,  her  Majesty  "  not  being  cognizant  of  the  death 
of  the  said  Robert  Mcintosh,  but  intending  to  make  a  Grant  of  the 
Laud  in  his  favour,  in  fee-simple,"  caused  Lettera  Patent  to  be  issued 
under  the  Great  Seal  of  this  Colony,  and  to  be  duly  entered  of  record 
and  enrolled  (which  the  Writ  then  sets  out),  granting  the  said  Land 
**  unto  Robert  Mcintosh,  of  Sydney."  The  Writ  then  states  that  after 
such  issue  and  enrolment,  the  grant  was  improvidently  delivered  to 
Robert  Mcintosh  then,  and  at  and  before  the  date  of  the  Lettera 
Patent,  a  resident  of  Lane  Cove  "  in  this  colony,  at  the  latter's  instance, 
and  without  any  consideration,  he  claiming,  but  <*  falsely  and  fraudu- 
lently, to  be  the  deceased's  heir  at  law,  and  entitled  to  the  Letters 
Patent,  as  a  valid  and  subsisting  Grant  to  himself."  The  Scire  Facias 
alleges,  on  the  contrary,  that  they  are  and  ought  to  be  void  ;  and  that 
the  same,  and  the  enrolment  thereof,  ought  to  be  repealed  and  cancelled, 
and  restored  into  the  Supreme  Court  for  cancellation  accordingly. 

The  Demurrer  raises  two  objections  to  the  Writ,  first,  that  this 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  issue  any  Scire  Facias,  or  entertain  any 
other  proceeding,  for  the  repeal  of  a  Crown  Grant,  and,  secondly,  that 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Dec.  21,  1850;  April  3,  1851. 
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according  to  the  statements  in  the  Writ,  the  Grant  was  and  is  a  mere        1851. 
nullity,  and  therefore  that  proceedings  to  repeal  it  are  unnecessary  and      Rkgina 

improper.  ^* 

M'Intosh. 

The  case  was  argued  in  the  last  Term,  before  Mr.  Justice  Therry  and  SUphen  C. J, 
myself  (Mr.  Justice  Dickinson  taking  no  part  in  the  discussion,  or  in 
this  judgment),  by  Mr.  Broadhurat  for  the  defendant,  and  Mr.  JDarvall 
for  the  Crown.  On  the  first  point  it  was  argued,  by  the  former,  that 
this  Court  has  no  other  Common  Law  jurisdiction  than  such  as  is  con- 
nected with  its  jurisdiction,  than  such  as  is  connected  with  its  jurisdic- 
tion in  Equity ;  that  the  Lord  Chancellor's  powers,  in  respect  of  the 
cancellation  of  Grants,  were  incident  to  his  custody  of  the  Great  Seal, 
and  consequently  the  actual  issue  by  him  of  such  instruments  ;  whereas, 
in  this  colony,  the  custody  of  the  Public  Seal  was  in  the  Governor.  It 
was  answered  by  Mr.  Barvall,  that  the  statute,  9  G.  IV,  c.  88,  s.  11, 
gave  this  Court,  in  express  terms,  all  the  Common  Law  jurisdiction  of 
the  Chancellor ;  that  the  jurisdiction  to  cancel  Crown  grants  was 
incident  not  to  the  issue,  but  the  enrolment  of  them  which  appertained 
by  law  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  that,  if  this  Court  did  not  possess  the 
jurisdiction,  the  Queen's  subjects  (for  whose  benefit,  in  fact,  the  writ  of 
Scire  Facias  ordinarily  issued)  would  be  in  cases  of  this  kind  without 
any  remedy.  On  the  second  point,  Mr.  Broadhurst  observed  that  there 
could  be  no  conveyance,  or  valid  grant,  to  a  person  not  in  being ;  and 
therefore,  that  the  letters  patent  in  this  case  were  simply  void,  without 
cancellation,  or  proceeding  of  any  other  kind.  To  which  Mr.  JDarvall 
replied,  that  the  Crown  had  nevertheless  the  right,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  true  heir,  and  that  it  may  give  an  unclouded  title  to  the  property, 
to  have  the  instrument  called  in,  that  its  existence,  as  an  instrument 
apparently  valid,  enabled  the  possessor  to  commit  frauds  on  the  public, 
and  that  it  ought  therefore  to  be  destroyed. 

We  have  considered  this  case,  and,  on  the  question  of  jurisdiction, 
we  are  clearly  in  favour  of  the  Crown.  Independently  of  the  express 
words  of  the  9  G.  IV,  a  83,  s.  11,  which  give  to  this  Court  the  power 
to  do  all  such  acts,  as  can  or  may  be  done  by  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
in  the  exercise  of  his  Common  Law  Jurisdiction,  it  seems  clear  that  a 
Scire  Facias  may  be  brought  in  the  Queen's  Bench.  4.  Inst,  72,  Com. 
Big.  Patent  F,  6.  If  so,  this  Court  clearly  has  the  jurisdiction.  The 
only  ground  for  doubt,  as  to  the  Chancery  jurisdiction  in  this  case  is, 
that  the  Lord  Chancellor  is  said  to  possess  the  power  to  ^*  hold  plea  of 
Sdre  Facias  to  repeal  Letters  Patent,  they  being  always  enrolled  in  his 
Court  (4  ^^^l'  ^^  Com,  Dig.,  Sci,  Fa.,  C.  3)^  but  that,  by  our  local  Act 


M'Intosh* 


682  SUPREME  COURT  GASES. 

1851.  of  7  Via,  No.  16,  s.  8,  Grants  are  in  this  Colony  not  enrolled  anjwheze. 
Bagika  ^ey  ^^^  simply  to  be  registered  in  an  office  created  for  that  purpose, 
and  it  is  omitted  to  be  enacted  that  the  Supreme  Ooui-t  shall  retain  its 
previous  jurisdiction,  notwithstanding  that  provision.  We  think,  how- 
ever, that  the  vested  Common  Law  jurisdiction  of  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
howsoever  derived  originally,  if  at  any  time  conferred  on  this  Conrt, 
was  not  taken  away  by  the  mere  cessation  of  enrolment.  And  we  think 
that  such  jarisdiction  (although  the  former  part  of  the  section,  no  doubt, 
refers  only  to  this  Court  as  a  Court  of  Equity),  was  conferred  on  this 
Court  by  the  9  Geo.  lY,  c.  83,  s.  11,  because  due  effect  could  not 
otherwise  be  given  to  the  enactment.  The  clause  had  already  conferred 
every  power  necessary  for  the  due  execution  of  the  Equitable  jurisdiction ; 
and  the  latter  portion  of  the  clause  must,  therefore,  be  taken  to  have 
contemplated  the  Common  Law  jurisdiction,  ordinary  and  properly  so 
called. 

On  the  second  point  taken  by  the  Demurrer,  we  are  of  opinion  with 
the  defendant.  It  is  true  that,  by  the  authorities  cited  from  Vin,  Ab,^ 
Prerogative^  S.  b.,  void  Letters  Patent  would  seem  to  be  repealable,  in 
some  cases,  by  Scire  Facias,  There  is  no  instance  stated,  however,  like 
the  one  now  before  us.  If  the  Crown  grants  a  thing,  it  is  said,  and 
afterwards  by  Letters  Patent  grants  the  same  to  another  party,  these 
Letters  are  merely  void ;  and  yet  the  first  patentee  may  have  a  Scire 
Facias  against  the  second,  to  avoid  the  subsequent  grant  by  judgment 
of  the  Court.  There  may  be  other  instances,  though  this,  so  far  as  we 
can  discover,  is  the  only  one  mentioned  in  the  books.  A  Scire  Facias^ 
however,  to  repeal  a  Grant  made  in  error  to  a  dead  man,  would  seem  to 
be  an  absurdity.  The  Writ  is  said  to  lie,  where  the  Grant  is  contrary 
to  law,  or  void  for  uncertainity,  or  for  deception,  or  is  unjust  as  it 
respects  other  persons  (2).  Now  in  the  instance  put,  the  second  Grant 
must  (constructively  at  least)  have  been  obtained  by  deceit ;  and,  at 
any  rate,  it  was  unjust  But,  under  what  head  could  we  range  the 
present  instrument?  It  was  a  thing  not  complete,  in  effect,  at  any 
time.  As  a  Grant  it  never  existed  for  one  moment.  The  case  is  not^ 
that  the  instrument  as  a  Grant  operate  nothing^  but  that  there  never 
was,  in  legal  contemplation,  any  such  instrument  to  operate.  It  is 
hardly  necessary  to  cite  authorities,  to  show  that  there  can  be  no  Grant, 
without  a  grantee.     How,  then,  can  the  thing  be  repealed  ? 

Independently  of  this,  we  may  observe  (though  the  point  was  not 
taken,  and  it  was  unnecessary  to  take  it),  that  no  ground  whatever 

(2)  See  the  cases  in  Ch.  Prerog.  32a 
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appears  in  the  Writ,  other  than  the  worthlessness  of  the  instrument        1851. 
itself,  for  repealing  it.   No  deceit  is  alleged  (that  is  to  say,  as  conducive      Kegina 
to  the  making  of  the  instrument),  no  fraud  of  any  kind.    The  Crown,  it    ,,,j  ^* 
is  stated,  caused  the  Lettera  Patent  to  be  made  to  the  deceased  man, 
simply  because  it  was  not  aware  that  he  was  deceased.    The  subsequent 
deceit  and  fraud,  having  reference  merely  to  the  delivery  of  the  instru- 
ment, may  be  material  in  support  of  an  Action  of  Detinue,  or,  possibly, 
a  Suit  in  Equity,  but  not  in  a  proceeding,  which,  as  we  conceive,  can  be 
sustained  only  in  respect  of  a  Crown  grant,  void  or  voidable,  whereas 
the  instrument  in  question,  on  the  facts  stated,  was  substantially  no 
grant  at  all.     In  all  the  cases  which  we  have  found,  of  scire  facuM  to 
repeal  a  grant,  the  defendant  has  been  either  been  the  grantee,  or  his 
representative,  or  the  actual  terre-te^iant.     But  the  defendant  is  not 
alleged  to  be  the  last  of  these,  and  the  very  case  made  against  him  is 
that  he  is  neither  of  the  two  first.     The  writ  seems  to  us,  therefore,  to  be 
equally  not  sustainable,  on  principle  or  by  precedent 

Demurrer  upheld. 
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1861.  Ex  parte  WCVLLUJA.  (1) 

June  11, 

Landlord  and  tenant — Tenements*  Recovery  Act,  11  Ftc,  No,  2— Notice— W  A  12 

Stephen  C.J.  Yic,  c.  43. 

J)%ckinson  J. 

_,  "^^  T  "^  appearance  and  adjudication  under  the  Tenements  Act,  11  Vic,  Ko.  2,  most 

'^    *      be  on  the  notice  only,  and  the  time  and  place  are  to  be  mentioned  in  it.     The  11 

&  12  Vic,  c.  43,  does  not  make  good  an  adjudication  by  the  Justices  on  complaint 

and  BummonSy  in  a  proceeding  under  the  former  Act,  which  does  not  relate  to 

offences  against  the  public. 

The  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court  in  this  case  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  The  Prohibition  in  this  case  is  sought,  to  restrain 
two  of  the  Justices  of  Sydney  from  proceeding  to  eject  a  Tenant,  under 
the  Landlord's  Act  (commonly  called  Mr.  Brewster^ a)  of  11  Vic.,  No.  2. 
The  case  was  argued  before  Mr.  Justice  Therry  and  myself,  in  the  absence 
of  Mr  Justice  Dickinson  on  the  Circuit,  jnst  before  the  commencement 
of  the  late  vacation ;  and  the  following  is  Mr.  Justice  Therry' s  and  my 
own  judgment  in  the  matter. 

It  appears  by  the  affidavits,  that  the  Landlord  gave  M^CuUum  written 
notice,  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Act,  of  his  intention  to  apply 
to  the  Justices  at  Sydney,  on  a  stated  day  and  hour,  to  eject  him, 
unless  poss&ssion  of  the  premises  were  previously  delivered.  At  the 
time  so  named  M^Cullum  attended,  and  informed  the  Justices  by  his 
Attorney,  that  he  was  ready  to  proceed.  The  Landlord  also  was  present. 
The  Justices,  however,  conceiving  probably  that  the  Act  so  required, 
and  that  they  had  then  no  proper  initiatory  proceeding  before  them, 
declined  to  enter  into  the  case  upon  the  notice  merely,  and  took  the 
landlord's  complaint  in  writing,  to  the  effect  that  his  tenant  was  unlaw- 
fully holding  possession,  and  issued  thereupon  a  summons  to  the  latter, 
requiring  his  attendance  to  answer  such  complaint,  at  a  future  day,  to 
which  day  they  entered  a  memorandum  that  the  case  was  adjourned. 
On  the  last  mentioned  day,  M^Cullum  (being  advised,  as  he  says  that 
the  Justices  had  no  jurisdiction)  did  not  attend;  whereupon,  after  receiv- 
ing proof  of  the  service  of  the  summons,  the  magistrate  heard  the  case 
ex  parte^  and  adjudicated  against  the  defendant.  It  was  contended  by 
Mr.  Foster  for  M'CuUum,  that  those  proceedings  were  unauthorised, 
that  the  Act  of  Council,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  schedule,  and  the 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  ffejyxld,  April  17,  May  8,  June  12,  1851, 
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first  section,  intended  that  the  time  and  place  for  the  hearing  should  be        1851. 
appointed  beforehand;  and  that  although  the  matter  might  afterwards      Ex  parte 
be  adjourned,  for  good  cause,  yet  it  was  the  notice  which  originated,  and   M*Cullum. 
which  must  support  the  adjudication ;  but  that  in  this  case  there  was  no  Stephen  C.J* 
adjournment,  except  of  the  complaint — which  itself  was  good  for  nothing, 
as  the  Tenant  had  already  appeared  pursuant  to  the  notice,  and  was  then 
entitled  and  ought  to  have  been  allowed  to  proceed.     It  was  answered 
by  the  Solicitor-General,  for  the  Landlord,  that  the  adjudication  was 
good  as  a  proceeding  by  adjournment,  or  as  one  upon  complaint  and 
summons,  the  former  of  which  was  actually  in  the  schedule,  although 
not  mentioned  in  the  body  of  the  Act,  and  the  latter  was  authorised 
by  one  of  Sir  John  Jervis^  Acts,  the  12  Yic,  c.  43,  sec.  1. 

We  have  considered  this  case,  and  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  adjudi- 
cation cannot  be  sustained.  The  local  Act  is  so  imperfectly  drawn,  that 
the  Magistrates  may  well  be  excused  for  not  having  righly  construed  it, 
but  it  appears  to  us,  on  mature  reflection,  that  the  appearance  and  adju- 
dication must  be  on  the  notice  only.  The  time  and  place  are  to  be  men- 
tioned in  it ;  which,  on  the  Landlord's  application,  may  always  be  a 
matter  of  arrangement  by  the  Magistrates.  The  Act  expressly  requires, 
that  the  Tenant  shall  appear  upon  the  notice,  "  at  the  time  and  place 
appointed."  But,  as  the  notice  is  to  mention  these,  they  must  clearly 
have  been  appointed  previously.  He  is  then  to  show  cause,  why  posses- 
sion should  not  be  given.  If  he  had  not  then  to  enter  into  his  case,  the 
appointing  of  time  and  place  would  be  idle.  He  would  attend  the 
Justices  in  vain.  But,  as  the  Landlord  is  then  to  apply  for  a  warrant, 
and  the  Justices  may  then  (he  having  had  notice  of  the  intended  appli- 
cation) issue  the  same,  upon  proof  of  the  service  of  the  notice,  that  would 
conclusively  seem  to  be  the  time  for  answering  the  application,  or,  in 
other  words,  for  going  into  the  matter  on  both  sides. 

It  was  conceded,  that  for  good  cause  the  Justices  had  power  to 
adjourn  the  matter.  But  here  there  was  no  such  adjournment.  The 
case  was  not,  in  fact,  upon  the  notice,  gone  into  at  all.  There  was  a 
complaint  made,  and  that  was  entered  as  adjourned,  not  the  matter  of 
the  application  for  a  warrant,  in  pursuance  of  the  notice.  Even  the 
former,  however,  in  strictness,  was  not  adjourned,  for  the  matter  of  it 
was  never  commenced.  It  was  simply  an  initiatory  complaint,  followed 
by  a  summons,  in  the  ordinary  mode.  Neither  did  the  hearing,  eventu- 
ally, purport  to  be  by  adjournment. 

The  Magistrates  were  led  into  the  difficulty,  most  probably,  by  the 
insertion  of  a  form  of  complaint,  which  was  followed  in  this  case,  in  the 
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1851.        schedule.     But,  although  such  a  form  is  there  given,  there  is  no  reEe^ 
Ik  parte     oi^ce  to  it  whatever  in  the  body  of  the  Act,  nor  is  there  anything  sud 
M^CuLLUM.   tij^p^  about  a  complaint.     How  the  form  crept  into  the  schedule,  there- 
St^hm  C.  J.  fore,  or  why  it  was  allowed  to  remain  there,  we  are  unable  to  compre- 
hend. 

With  respect  to  the  power  given  to  Justices,  by  Sir  John  JervWs 
Summary  Proceedings  Act,  to  issue  summonses  and  Warrants  in  certain 
cases,  and  in  others  to  proceed  upon  Complaint,  or  without  complaint, 
those  provisions  do  not  apply.  This,  it  was  truly  said,  is  a  case  m 
generis.  The  application  to  the  Justices,  is  not  to  fine  or  otherwise 
punish.  It  relates  to  no  offence  against  the  public:  It  is  for  a  warrant, 
to  evict  a  tenant  holding  over  without  title,  and  the  Justices  have  do 
other  authority  in  the  matter.  The  Landlord  gives  notice,  that  at  a 
certain  time  he  will  apply  ;  the  Tenant  is  then  to  show  cause,  why  no 
warrant  should  be  granted  ;  the  Justices  are  then  (or  on  some  day  of 
adjournment,  having  first  bond  Jide  entered  on  the  matter  of  the  appli- 
cation), to  decide  whether  such  warrant  shall  issue ;  and  there  the  case 
will  end.  The  12  Vic,  c.  43,  has  reference  to  cases  of  a  very  different 
kind,  cases  in  which  the  defendant  may  be  brought  up,  and  either  im- 
prisoned or  fined,  or,  at  any  rate,  be  the  subject  of  some  conviction  or 
order,  in  reference  to  which  his  person  may  be  dealt  with. 

The  result  is,  that  the  writ  applied  for  must  go,  and,  in  the  meantime, 
all  proceedings  on  the  adjudication  are  hereby  stayed. 
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REGINA  V.  J.  D.  LANG.  (1)  1851. 


April  23,  24. 
Jury — Challenge  to  the  aimy— Traverse  of  tJie  Sheriffs  return — Deputy  Sheriff , 

poiper  to  sign  in  his  own  name — Deputy* s  tenure  of  office — Jury  Act,  11   Vic,  Stephen  O.J. 

No.  20,  s,  15—42  Ed,  III,  c.  9—23  Hen.  VI,  c.  7.  Dickinson  J. 

and 

A  challenge  to  the  array  is  bad,  which  traverses  the  return  filed  by  the  Sheriff  *^    * 

to  the  precept,  ordering  him  to  summon  a  jury. 

By  the  7  Vic,  No.  13,  the  tenure  of  office  of  the  Sheriff  was  made  **  during 
pleasure  "  instead  of  '*  from  year  to  year,"  and  he  can  now  only  appoint  a  Deputy 
during  continuance  of  his  office,  or  at  will. 

The  statutes  42  Ed.  Ill,  c.  9,  and  23  Hen.  VI,  c.  7,  are  not  in  force  in  the 
colony. 

The  Deputy  Sheriff  may  sign  a  Jury  Summons  in  his  own  name. 

Special  Case  upon  a  point  reserved  at  the  trial  of  the  defendant, 
before  His  Honor  the  Chief  Jifstice^  at  the  last  criminal  sittings  of  the 
Supreme  Court.  A  special  jury  was  summoned  to  try  the  defendant, 
and  all  the  summonses  were  signed  "  C,  Frout,  Under  Sheriff."  Ab 
soon  as  a  full  panel  of  the  Jury  were  called,  the  defendant's  counsel 
handed  in  a  challenge  to  the  array,  alleging  that  the  jury  had  not  been 
summoned  by  summons  in  writing  signed  by  the  Sheriff  or  his  deputy. 
When  the  challenge  was  filed  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  moved 
that  the  precept  to  the  Sheriff  and  his  return  be  filed  and  read,  which 
return  was  in  these  words — "  In  obedience  to  the  within  precept,  I  have 
caused  to  be  summoned  thereupon,  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  in  that 
behalf,  the  jurors  whose  names  are  in  the  panel  hereunto  annexed." 

The  counsel  for  the  prosecution  then  moved  that  the  challenge  be 
quashed.  His  Honor  refused  the  application,  and  called  upon  him  to 
plead  or  demur.  The  prosecuting  counsel  then  pleaded  that  the  jurors 
were  duly  summoned  according  to  law.  To  this  plea  the  defendant's 
oonnsel  demurred  on  the  ground  that  the  plea  was  insufficient,  as  not 
specifically  denying  the  allegations  of  the  challenge.  The  prosecutor 
joined  issue  on  this  demurrer,  and  in  addition  an  exception  was  taken 
for  the  Crown,  that  the  challenge  itself  was  insufficient  in  law. 

After  hearing  the  counsel  for  the  defendant.  His  Honor  held  that  the 
challenge  was  insufficient,  as  in  point  of  law  he  thought  it  immaterial 
to  the  question  of  trial,  whether  the  jurors  had  all  been  summoned  by 
notice  in  writing  or  not. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  26  k  29,  1861. 
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1851. 


Regina 

V. 

laxg. 


The  question  now  was  whether  the  challenge  was  on  the  demurrer 
sustainable  or  not 

Pure/oy,  Holroyd^  and  }feymott^  for  the  defendant  The  jury  wei-e 
not  summoned  in  conformity  with  the  15th  section  of  the  Jury  Act 

[Dickinson,  J.  The  Sheriff  having  said  one  thing,  can  you  say 
another  ?  The  question  is,  can  you  by  a  challenge  to  the  array  con- 
tradict the  Sheriff's  return  1] 

It  is  submitted  the  return  can  be  traversed,  O'ConneWs  ease  (2),  and 
Iloare  v.  Broom  (3).  A  venire  de  novo  should  be  granted.  Greater 
care  should  be  taken  in  criminal  than  in  civil  cases. 

Foster y  Broadhurst,  and  Darvall,  for  the  Crown,  admitted  the  difference 
between  civil  and  criminal  proceeding.  In  misdemeanours  a  defendant 
must  assign  cause  of  challenge  ;  but  not  so  in  felony.  Misdemeanours 
are  looked  on  as  civil  cases.  In  favorem  vitre  the  Sheriff^s  return  is 
not  conclusive.  Watson  on  Sheriffs,  p.  72.  The  defendant  should  have 
moved  to  quash  the  return.  Rex  v.  Edinonds  (4),  and  Rex  v.  Hunt  (5), 
show  that  a  juror  not  having  been  properly  summoned  will  not  in- 
validate the  panel. 

Dickinson,  J.  As  this  case  comes  before  the  Court  by  way  of  appeal 
from  a  decision  of  his  Honor  the  Chief  Justice,  he  thinks  I  should  give 
judgment  first  It  appears  that  there  was  an  information  for  libel  filed 
against  the  defendant.  After  the  case  was  called,  a  full  jury  was 
returned  by  the  Sheriff.  The  defendant  then  challenged  the  array,  to 
the  effect  that  the  jury  were  not  properly  summoned.  The  prosecutor 
pleaded  to  the  challenge  that  the  jury  were  summoned  according  to  law, 
and  which  plea  was  demurred  to.  The  demurrer  was  properly  conceived 
and  properly  ruled  in  favour  of  the  defendant  His  Honor  delivered 
judgment  in  favour  of  the  defendant  on  the  demurrer  to  the  plea,  but 
the  judge  was  bound  to  look  retrospectively,  and  see  if  the  challenge 
was  sustainable.  The  Chi^f  Justice,  after  examining  the  challenge,  gave 
judgment  against  the  challenge,  because  the  point  was  not  contestible 
in  that  form.  The  precept  is  part  of  the  Act,  and  there  is  a  precept  in 
pursuance  of  the  Act,  and  the  precept  says  to  the  Sheriff,  "  you  are  to 
cause  to  come,"  and  the  Sheriff  says  he  has  caused  to  be  summoned. 
This  return  of  the  Sheriff  is  in  substance  precisely  within  the  wording 
of  the  enactment.  Chambers  v,  Bemasconi  (6)  shows  that  what  is  meant 
by  a  sheriff's  return  is  a  sheriff's  account  of  what  he   has  done  in 


(2)  11  01.  &  Fin.  155.        (3)  1  Cro.  (Eliz.)  369.         (4)  4  B.  &  Aid.  482. 
(5)  4  B.  &  Aid.  431.        (6)  1  Or.  M.  &  R.  347. 
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pursuance  of  his  duty.     And  in  the  present  case  the  Sheriff  says  he  has        1851, 
summoned  the  jurors  in  pursuance  of  the  Act.    The  defendant  challenged      Rsgina 
the  array,  and   the   words  of  the   challenge   directly  contradict   the        La>o. 
Sheriff's  return.     The  challenge   is   substantially   a  contradiction   of   JUchi7i8<mJ 
the   Sheriff's    return.      The   Chief  Justice    overruled    the    challenge, 
and  I  think  he  was  right  in  doing  so.     In  O^ConiielVa  case  (2)  the 
Recorder  had  not  found  the  proper   materials  for  the   Sheriff  from 
which  to  make  his  return.     The  fault  was  with  the  Recorder,  and  the 
Sheriff's  return  was  not  impugned.     The  present  case  is  distinguishable 
from  Gillespie  v,  CummitigSy  and  the  Bank  case,  because  in  both  those 
cases  issue  was  joined  on  the  challenge.     There  are  two  distinct  autho- 
rities in  Ba/ion^s  Abridgment  to  show  that  a  challenge  to  the  array  cannot 
contradict  the  return.     A  sheriff  is  a  public  officer,  and  has  public  duties 
to  perform,  amongst  others  with  the  return  of  precepts,  and  where  he 
does  a  duty  he  is  presumed  to  be  entrusted  with  the  power  of  doing  so. 

Boare  v.  Broom  (3),  and  the  Sheriff  of ,  in  Ventris'  Reports.     It 

was  argued  that  the  cases  cited  for  the  defendant  were  civil  cases,  and 
that  the  present  was  a  criminal  case.  The  rules  of  pleading,  however, 
are  substantially  the  same  in  all  the  courts.  Under  all  the  circum- 
stances, his  Honor  the  Chief  Justice  most  properly  overruled  the  chal- 
lenge because  the  challenge  contraverted  the  Sheriff's  return. 

Therry,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  for  the  reasons  stated  by  Mr. 
Justice  Dickinson,  The  cases  cited  byihis  Honor  have  completely  estab- 
lished this  fact,  that  a  challenge  to  the  array  cannot  contradict  the 
Sheriff's  return.  I  see  no  distinction  in  the  challenges  to  the  array 
between  a  civil  and  criminal  case  ;  T  think  the  same  rule  applies  to  both. 
CConneWs  case  (2)  is  not  applicable  to  the  present  case ;  the  act  of  the 
Sheriff  was  not  called  into  question. 

The  Chief  Justice.    I  expressed  my  opinion  at  the  trial.     I  need 

only  now  add,  I  concur  with  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson  and  Mr.  Justice 

Therry,  that  the  challenge  to  the  array  was  a  direct  contradiction  of  the 

Sheriff's  return. 

Ruling  below  upheld, 

Purefoy  then  moved,  on  affidavit,  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  on 
three  grounds,  of  which  the  two  following  only  were  afterwards  relied 
on :  that  the  jury  had  been  improperly  summoned,  the  summons  to  each 
juror  having  been  signed  "  C,  Prout,  Under  Sheriff,"  instead  of,  as  the 
Act  required,  by  the  Sheriff  or  his  Deputy ;  and  that  His  Honor  refused 
to  allow  the  defendant  to  challenge  the  poll  the  first  juror  on  the  list. 
2x 
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Bboina 

n, 
Lang. 


The  GouuT  gnwted  the  nde»  and 

Foster,  for  the  Crown,  stated  he  was  ready  to  show  cause  at  once.  He 
afterwards  insisted  upon  his  right. 

The  Court  allowed  him  to  proceed. 

FoateTy  Brocuihursty  and  DarvaU  then  showed  cause.  The  Court  will 
see  whether  there  has  been  any  obstruction  of  justice.  Rex  v.  Edmunch 
(8)  is  in  point  It  was  not  shown  that  any  juror  was  summoned  from 
favour.  Mr.  Prout  had  full  power  to  sign  in  his  own  name,  as  well  as 
the  name  of  the  Sheriff. 

[The  Chief  Justice.  The  test  is,  that  supposing  Dr.  Lang  had  been 
acquitted,  would  the  Attorney-General  be  entitled  to  a  new  trial  on  this 
point?] 

The  Sheriff  authorizes  Mr.  Prout  to  do  all  he  can  do  himself.  The 
Under  Sheriff  has  power  to  summons,  unless  the  power  be  limited,  Leeke 
r.  IlouxiU  (9). 

Purefoy^  Holroyd,  and  MeymoU  for  the  defendant.  No  such  person 
as  the  Under  Sheriff  is  known  to  the  Common  Law.     7  Bac.  Abr.y  182. 

[The  Chief  Justice.  All  the  authorities  in  England  show  that  an 
Under  Sheriff  can  only  do  acts  in  the  name  of  the  Sheriff,  but  what  we 
want  to  see  is,  what  the  powers  of  the  Under  Sheriff  are  in  this  Colony? 
Though  the  Sheriff  only  gives  power  to  the  Under  Sheriff  to  sign  his 
name,  does  not  the  statute  give  him  a  power  to  sign  processes  equally 
with  the  Sheriff  ?] 

The  11  Vic,  No.  20,  s.  15,  does  not  give  to  the  Deputy  Sheriff  any 
power  to  sign  process.  "  Signed  by  the  Sheriff  or  his  deputy  "  means 
that  the  deputy  can  only  sign  in  tho  name  of  the  Sheriff.  Dicarris,  641. 
The  Under  Sheriff  is  not  an  officer  of  the  Court  Mr.  Prout  was 
appointed  by  the  Governor,  not  by  the  Sheriff,  as  required  by  the  Charter 
of  Justice.  But  if  he  was  appointed  by  the  Sheriff,  his  appointment 
has  lapsed  by  effluxion  of  tima  By  the  Charter  the  appointment  of 
Sheriff  is  limited  to  a  year,  and  he  could  not  appoint  his  deputy  for  a 
longer  time  than  he  held  office.  The  Statutes  42  Ed.  IIT,  c.  9,  and  23 
Hen.  VI,  c.  7,  are  part  of  the  law  of  the  Colony  by  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83, 
s.  24,  and  enact  that  the  Deputy  Sheriff  shall  only  be  appointed  for  a 
year.  Mr.  Front's  appointment  from  Mr.  Gilh*irt  Eilioti^  the  present 
Sheriff,  being  dated  the  1st  December,  1849,  expired  on  the  Ist  December, 
1850. 

(8)  4  B.  &  Aid.  473.  (9)  1  Cro.  (Kliz.)  533. 
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certain  circumstances  the  Deputy  Sheriff  is  invested  with  the  power  of      BsaiNA 
the  SheriSl     Assuming  that  the  summonses,  heing  signed  by  the  Under       t^o 
l^erifi^  be  good,  is  the  return  to  the  precept  good,  being  signed  by  the 
Sheriff?] 

Fo9kr  and  DarvcdL  The  summons  must  be  looked  upon  as  the  act  of 
the  Sheriff;  but  the  Act  enables  the  D^uty  Sheriff  to  do  in  his  own 
name  what  may  be  done  in  the  Sheriff's  name.  Either  may  sign  the 
summons,  but  the  Sheriff,  by  the  16th  section  of  the  Jury  Act,  must 
return  it. 

[Dickinson,  J.  Taking  the  different  sections  of  the  Jury  Act  together, 
must  not  the  Sheriff  and  Deputy  Sheriff  be  taken  to  act  as  principal 
offioers;  by  sections  12,  13,  and  14,  must  not  ih»  person  who  does  one 
doaUl] 

The  CouBT  called  on  counsel  for  the  Grown  for  further  ailment  as 
to  the  statutes  of  Ed.  Ill,  and  Hen.  YI,  being  in  force  in  the  Colony. 
Before  argument.  Chief  Justice  stated  that  there  were  some  inaccuracies 
in  theaf&davit  upon  which  the  rule  had  been  granted,  as  to  what  took 
place  in  chaileuging  a  juror  at  the  trial.  The  statement  that  *'  When 
the  first  of  the  jurors  to  try  the  defendant  was  called,  the  said  defendant 
by  his  counsel  challenged  the  said  juror,  for  not  having  been  duly  sum- 
moned," was  inacurate.  When  the  panel  was  being  reduced,  without 
the  calling  of  any  name  whatever,  the  defendant's  counsel  said  he 
objected  to  the  persons  (or  some  particular  person)  on  that  List,  for  the 
cause  stated.  If  the  objection  was  bad  in  respect  of  aU  the  jurors,  it 
must  equally  be  bad  as  it  respected  each  individual  juror.  On  that 
account  his  Honor  refused  to  receive  tiie  objection. 

Foster  (and  DarvaU),  The  Sheriff,  under  the  Acts  of  Council  of  the 
Colony,  is  here  an  officer  of  the  Court,  and  more  like  an  Elizor  of  the 
Court  as  mentioned  by  Coke,  The  Sheriff  here  is  Sheriff  so  far  as  per- 
forming the  legal  duties  of  the  office  are  concerned.  In  England  the 
Under  Sheriff  is  put  out  when  they  put  the  Sheriff  out ;  this  is  to  pre- 
vent dishonest  practices.  The  Sheriff  here  is  as  much  an  officer  of  the 
Court  as  the  Master  in  Equity.  If  the  statutes  of  Ed.  Ill  and  Hen. 
VI  were  in  force,  what  necessity  was  there  to  insert  in  the  Charter  of 
Justice  a  provision  for  the  appointment  of  sheriffs  ? 

Purefoy,  Ilolroyd,  and  Meymott,  contra. 

The  Chief  Justice.  We  are  all  agreed  upon  the  questions  which 
have  been  raised.  I  thought  at  first  that  the  objection  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  Under  Sheriff  was  a  good  objection.     After  paying  the 
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1S51         greatest  attention  to  the  argument,  I  am  now  of  opinion  that   tbe 


Regixa  objection  is  not  sustainable.  The  law  is  this :  A  charter  was  issued 
Lang  which  says  that  the  Governor  shall  annually  appoint  a  Sheriff  and  the 
n  T  ^^®  person  might  be  appointed  from  year  to  year.  The  tenure  of 
office  of  the  Sheriff  here  is  essentially  different  to  the  tenure  of  office  of 
the  Sheriff  in  England.  Tlie  same  Sheriff  may  be  appointed  in  this 
colony  fix>m  year  to  year,  but  not  so  in  England.  The  duties  of  the 
Sheriff  in  England  are  also  different  from  the  duties  of  the  Sheriff  in  this 
colony.  The  charter  is  confirmed  by  the  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  s.  24.  The 
Sheriff  may  by  the  common  law  execute  all  processes  by  his  deputy.  The 
Charter  goes  on  to  say,  not  that  the  Sheriff  shall  appoint  a  deputy,  but 
that  he  may  go  out  as  he  may  think  fit.  When  the  Sheriffs  appointment 
was  from  year  to  year,  he  could  only  appoint  a  deputy  for  that  time,  or 
for  less  than  a  year.  The  Sheriff^s  appointment  being  limited  to  one 
year,  he  could  not  appoint  beyond  a  year.  By  the  Charter  of  Justice 
the  Sheriff  shall  continue  in  his  office  during  the  space  of  one  whole  year, 
and  until  another  shall  be  appointed,  and  sworn  in,  and  the  deputy  is 
to  be  appointed  by  the  Sheriff  and  his  successors  during  his  or  their 
continuance  in  such  office.  An  act  was  afterwards  passed,  the  7  Vic, 
No.  13,  which  altered  the  tenure  of  the  office  of  the  sheriff  from  year  to 
year  *'  during  pleasure."  As,  therefore,  the  Sheriff  now  holds  his  office 
during  pleasure,  he  cannot  appoint  a  deputy  for  a  year,  but  he  can  oaly 
appoint  a  deputy  at  will,  or  during  the  continuance  of  the  Sheriff's 
office.  The  Sheriff  and  Deputy  Sheriff  have,  since  the  passing  of  this 
Act,  held  their  office  on  co-ordinate  tenure.  I  am  disposed  to  think 
that  the  English  statutes  of  Edward  III,  and  Henry  VI  do  not  apply 
to  this  colony.  In  a  young  colony  a  gentleman  could  not  be  found  to 
undertake  the  duties  of  Sheriff.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  an  Under- 
Sheriff  in  this  colony  may  be  appointed  for  more  than  one  year.  A  Sheriff 
in  England  may  hold  his  office  in  some  cases  for  more  than  a  year,  or  for 
life,  although  these  are  the  exceptions.  If  the  Sheriff  holds  the  office  with- 
out annual  renewal,  but  during  pleasure,  he  is  within  the  exceptions  of 
the  statute  of  Henry  VI,  in  holding  the  office  as  if  for  life.  Tlie  Deputy- 
Sheriff  may  hold  his  office  co-ordinate  with  the  Sheriff,  and  when  the 
Sheriff  goes  out  of  office  he  must  go  out  too.  The  appointment  of  Mr. 
ProtU  is  that  of  Under-Sheriff  and  deputy  too,  as  he  is  deputed  by  the 
Sheriff  to  do  certain  acts  which  the  Sheriff  ought  to  do.  Under  this 
power  he  ought  to  have  signed  the  summons  in  the  Sheriff's  name,  but 
then  the  Jury  Act  gives  him  power  to  sign  a  summons  in  his  own  name, 
and  the  form  shall  be  to  the  effect  in  the  schedule  to  the  Act,  and  as  the 
words  are  "to  the  effect,"  the  Under-Sheriff  can  sign  in  his  own  name. 


V. 

Laxo. 
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The  12th,  13th^  Htb,  15th,  and  16th  sections  are  not  consistent  with  1851. 

each  other.     The  Jury  Act  is  badly  worded,  and  the  word  deputy  ought      Regina 

never  to  have  been  used.     Though  the  Act  says  the  Sheriff  is  to  issue 

the  summons,  it  is  clear  that  the  Sheriff  or  his  deputy  may  sign  it.     £y 

the  ICth  section,  the  Sheriff  or  his  deputy  is  to  return  the  jury  precept 

into  the  Court.     The  form  of  the  precept  is  to  the  Sheriff  or  his  deputy, 

and  if  the  deputy  summon  he  should  sign  the  summons,  and  I  think  the 

Sheriff  may  make  the  return  notwithstanding  the  Deputy-Sheriff  has 

signed  the  summons.     The  Sheriff  has  returned  the  precept,  and  it  is 

signed  in  his  name.     We  are  here  to  decide  upon  points  according  to 

law,  and  if  we  had  found  that  the  statutes  of  Edward  III  and  Henry 

VI  were  in  force  here,  we  should  have  been  compelled  to  have  decided 

so,  notwithstanding  the  inconvenience  which   might  arise  from  such 

decision. 

Dickinson,  J.  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  Under-Sheriff's 
appointment  made  by  Mr.  Elliot  is  valid  ;  the  TJnder-Sheriff's  tenure  of 
office  is  not  limited  to  one  year.  By  the  Charter  of  Justice  the  Sheriff 
might  be  Sheriff  for  more  than  one  year,  or  for  one  year  only.  The 
Charter  does  not  only  say  that  the  Sheriff  shall  bo  appointed  for  one 
year  only,  but  also  until  his  successor  shall  be  appointed,  and  therefore 
the  Deputy-Sheriff  can  hold  office  so  long  as  the  Sheriff  holds  office,  even 
though  for  more  than  a  year.  Then,  are  the  statutes  42  Edward  III 
and  23  Henry  YI  applicable  to  this  colony  ?  The  mode  of  declaring 
the  applicability  of  English  laws  to  this  colony  is  provided  for  by  the  9th 
Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  s.  24.  Twelve  months  ago  I  gave  this  opinion :  "  On 
consideration  of  the  statute  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  21,  I  think  this  Court  can 
only  declare  such  portions  of  English  law  applicable  to  this  colony  as 
the  colonial  legislature  would  declare  to  be  applicable  by  ordinances  to 
be  by  them  for  that  purpose  made."  And  the  reason  I  now  assign  is, 
that  otherwise  the  Court  and  Legislature  might  make  different  declara- 
tions as  to  the  applicability  of  an  English  statute,  and  so  there  would 
be  a  conflict  of  jurisdiction.  Considering  that  the  office  of  Sheriff  here 
is  so  essentially  different  to  the  office  of  Sheriff  at  home,  it  has  been  con- 
sidered by  the  colonial  legislature  that  such  old  laws  are  inapplicable  to 
this  colony.  The  law  of  England  has  declared  that  where  the  Sheriff  is 
appointed  for  one  year,  the  deputy's  appointment  is  co-existont  with  the 
Sheriff's.  But  as  the  Legislature  has  made  the  office  of  Sheriff  tenable 
during  pleasure,  the  office  of  deputy  can  be  held  for  the  same  period. 
Neither  is  there  anything  in  the  charter  to  limit  the  appointment  of  the 
Deputy-Sheriff.  We  adjudge  that  those  old  statutes  are  not  in  force 
hera     The  TJnder-Sheriff  is  nothing  more  than  the  Sheriff's  deputy  : 
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1851.         Wation  on  Sheriffs  2%.     I  am  of  opiaion  tliat  the  counael  for  the  Grown 


Beoina      have  brought  sufficient  evidenoe  to  ^ow  U»t  Mr.  Proves  ai^Kuntmest 

Lang.        ^  goodi  and  valid.     The  sommoDB  was  signed  (7.  Ftout,  Under-Shen£ 

9f    Jut   C  J    ^^^  question  i?,  whether  or  not  this  summons  is  good?— and  I  am  o! 

opinion  that  it  is  good.    I  think  the  objections  untenable,  and  that  then 

should  be  no  new  trial. 

Therry,  J.     The  grounds  have  been  so  fully  stated  by  the  other 
Judges,  why  these  objections  should  be  overruled,  that  I  have  very 
little  to  add.     The  return  of  the  precept  may  be  signed  by  the  Sheriff 
adopting  the  act  of  his  agent,  or  the  Deputy-Sheriff  may  sign  in  the 
name  of  the  SheriE     There  is  nothing  in  the  Charter  of  Justice  to 
prevent  the  Sheriff  being  in  office  for  several  years  in  succession ;  and 
this  has  been  the  practice  in  this  colony.     Though  the  appointment  was 
formerly  an  annual  appointment,  there  was,  in  fact  a  perpetual  con- 
tinuance of  the  Sheriff  in  office;    and  I  see  nothing  to  vitiate  the 
appointment  of  the  Deputy-Sheriff,  even  if  the  Deputy- Sheriff  had  been 
appointed  by  the  Sheriff  to  be  Deputy-Sheriff  during  his  (the  Sheriffs) 
continuance  in  office.     I  concur  in  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  Court, 
and  especially  by  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson^  about  the  inapplicability  of 
the  old  English  Acts.     I  am  of  opinion  that  they  are  not  applicable 
here.     The  old  statutes  apply  to  an  annual  office,  and  make  the  office 
of  Deputy-Sheriff  co-extensive  with  the  office  of  Sheriff;  but  here  there 
is  a  different  state  of  things,  the  office  of  Sheriff  is  not  an  annual  office, 
but  is  tenable  during  pleasure.     The  part  of  the  statute  which  has  the 
nearest  analogy  to  the  office  in  this  colony  is  contained  in  the  excepting 
part  of  the  Statute  of  Henry  VI.     Upon  both  grounds  I  fully  concur 
with  the  decision  expressed  by  the  other  members  of  the  Court. 

Ifew  trial  rejutud. 
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HOLT  V,  ABBOTT  and  another.  (1)  1861. 

I"    '  ■ 

54  Oeo.  Ill,  c.  15,  «.  4 — LiahUity  of  heir  for  ancestor* s  debts — "  Subject s  "  of  the      Sept,  10. 

Croion — "  Indebtedness  "  of  maker  of  bill  of  exchange^^AUen  suitor.  Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J. 
In  every  case  where  a  person's  execator  or  administrator  might  be  sned,  in  and 

respect  of  the  personal  estate,  then  his  heir-at-law  may  be  sued,  under  54  Oeo.      Therry  J. 

III.,  c.  15,  8.  4,  and  in  the  same  form  of  action,  in  respect  of  the  real  estate. 

£very  person  who  sues  in  the  Queen's  Courts,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  is  reasonably  presumed  to  be  her  subject ;  if  bom  an  alien,  and  neither 
naturaUssed  nor  become  a  denizen,  yet  if  he  owe  local  allegiance,  he  is  a  subject. 

The  drawer  of  a  bill  undertakes  that  a  drawee  shall  honor  it,  and  if  he  die  before 
presentment,  the  liability  is  transferred  to  his  representatives,  and  here,  by  54 
Geo.  Ill,  c.  15,  the  holder  may  sue  either  the  executor  or  the  heir. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chief  Justior.  Assumpsit  against  husband  and  wife,  the  latter 
being  the  heiress  of  one  William  Challenger,  upon  a  Bill  of  Exchange 
drawn  by  him  '<  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  at  London/'  at  ninety 
days  after  sight,  upon  a  person  resident  in  Sydney,  by  whom,  on  present- 
ment to  him  for  acceptance,  it  was  dishonored,  the  drawer  having  previ- 
ously departed  this  life  intestate.  Averment,  to  excuse  the  giving  of 
notice  of  such  dishonor,  that  Challenger  had  no  effects  in  the  drawer's 
hands,  and  had  given  no  consideratioa  for  the  acceptance  or  payment  of 
the  bill ;  and  that  the  defendants  hence  sustained  no  damage  by  the  non- 
receipt  of  notice.     Promise  by  the  wife,  as  heiress,  before  her  marriage, 

in  consideration  of  the  premises,  to  pay  the  bill  "according  to  the  tenor 

*  

and  effect  thereof ,  and  of  the  said  dishonor,  on  request."  To  this  the 
defendants  demurred,  generally,  the  objection  noted  being  that  there  is 
not  sufficient  consideration  shown  for  the  alleged  promise. 

On  the  argument  of  Mr.  MeymoU,  however,  several  points  were  taken, 
not  embraced,  apparently,  by  the  marginal  notation,  nor  as  we  think, 
with  respect  to  one  exception,  within  the  scope  of  a  general  demurrer. 
This  last  was,  that  the  promise  alleged  was  clearly  unsustainable,  as 
there  could  be  no  liability  to  pay  "  on  request,"  and  ''  according  to  the 
tenor  of  the  bill,"  that  is  to  say,  at  a  speciOed  and  ascertained  time  after 
presentment.  And,  as  to  this,  we  are  agreed  that  the  promise,  as  alleged, 
is  informal  and  inconsistent,  and,  indeed,  strictly  taken,  insensible. 
JFor  there  could  be  no  promise,  to  pay  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  c^ 
honor  ;  nor,  on  request,  and  aUo  at  a  subsequoit  fixed  period.     But  these, 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  July  26,  31 ;  Sept.  11,  1851. 
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Holt        &t  the  substance^  the  true  reading  appears  to  us  to  be,  that  the  promise 
Abbott       ^U^gG^l  is>  ^  P*y  on  request,  "  according  to  the  effect  of  the  bill,  and 

tt.    r     /-IT    its  dishonor,"  that  is  to  say,  an  acceptance  of  the  bill  being  required, 
Stephen  CJ.  .^  ^  »       x        ^ 

and  such  acceptance  being  refused,  the  liability  of  the  drawer  (or  his 
representative)  thereupon,  was,  to  pay  immediately,  in  other  words,  on 
request. 

The  liability  of  the  heiress,  in  this  case,  if  there  be  any  at  all,  is  by 
force  of  the  statute  54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  1 5,  s.  4,  by  which  real  estate  in  this 
Colony,  "belonging  to  any  person  indebted,"  is  made  liable  to  and  charge- 
able with  "  all  just  debts,  duties,  and  demands,  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever,  owing  by  such  person  to  His  Majesty,  or  any  of  his  subjects,"  in 
like  manner  as  real  estate  is,  by  the  law  of  England,  liable  to  the  satis- 
faction of  debts  by  specialty.  The  argument  for  the  plaintiff  was,  accord- 
ingly, in  substance  this,  that  if  this  demand  be  one  which,  in  its  nature, 
could  be  enforced  against  the  executor  or  administrator  of  Challenger, 
in  respect  of  the  personalty,  if  any,  it  is  one  which  must  necessarily  be 
equally  enforceable,  in  respect  of  Challenger^s  real  estate,  against  his 
heir  or  heiress-at-law,  it  being  the  clear  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
statute  that  all  debts  and  demands  should,  in  this  colony  be  upon  an 
equal  footing,  so  far,  at  least,  as  to  make  the  heir  liable,  in  respect  of 
simple  contract  debts,  as  fully  as  he  is  in  respect  of  debts  by  specialty. 
And  for  this  our  judgment  in  the  Bank  of  Australasia  v,  Murray ,  in 
October  last  (2),  was  relied  on  as  a  conclusive  authority. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  objected  that,  nevertheless,  no  consideration 
appeared  for  a  promise  by  the  heir,  first,  because  Challenger  was  not  a 
person  indebted,  nor  was  there  at  the  time  of  his  death  a  debt,  within 
the  terms  of  the  statute ;  secondly,  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
plaintiff  was,  witbin  the  terms  of  the  statute,  a  subject  of  the  Queen  \ 
thirdly,  that  it  nowhere  appeared  that  the  defendant,  the  heiress  of 
Challenger,  was  sued  in  respect  of  real  estate,  none  having  been  alleged 
to  have  descended  to  her.  It  was  contended  that,  as  against  the  heir, 
the  existence  of  a  debt  could  not  be  inferred,  because  of  the  mere 
drawing  of  the  bill ;  that  the  happening  of  the  ancestor's  death  before 
presentment  of  that  bill  cancelled  the  drawee's  authority  to  accept ;  and 
that  so  no  liability  was  cast  on  the  heir,  or  at  any  rate,  there  was  no 
implied  promise  on  the  part  of  the  heir  to  pay  by  reason  of  the  drawee's 
default  to  accept,  under  such  circumstances.  It  was  insisted,  moreover, 
that,  in  any  event,  the  plaintiff's  remedy,  if  he  had  one,  was  in  Equity. 

(2)  Ante,  p.  612. 
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We  have  fully  considered  these  arguments,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that        1851. 
the  demurrer  must  be  disallowed.     With  regard  to  the  specific  objec-       Holt 
tions,  we  conceive,  as  to  the  second,  that  every  person  who  sues  in  the       .    ^' 
Queen's  courts,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  is  reasonably 
presumed  to  be  her  subject.     If  born  an  aJien,  and  neither  naturalised 
nor  become  a  denizen,  yet,  if  he  owe  local  allegiance,  he  is  a  subject. 
Next,  as  to  real  estate  descended.     The  female  defendant  here  is  sued 
as  heiress,  and  in  no  conceivable  way  can  she  be  liable  as  such,  unless 
in  respect  of  real  estate.     If,  therefore,  none  has  descended  to  her,  she 
will  plead  that  fact.     Had  she  been  sued  on  her  ancestor's  bond,  or 
other  specialty,  no  allegation  would  have  been  necessary  that  real  estate 
had  come  to  her  hands ;  and  why  should  tho  allegation  be  necessary 
when,  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  she  is  sued  on  his  simple  contract? 

Then,  as  to  the  objection  that  Challenger  did  not  die  indebted.  It 
cannot  be  maintained,  we  apprehend,  that  on  the  facts  of  this  case,  no 
action  would  have  lain  against  Challenger's  personal  reprasentative.  If 
so,  a  man  drawing  a  bill  for  which  he  then  receives  value,  who  should 
die  before  presentment,  would  transmit  no  liability  whatever  to  pay  it, 
a  conclusion  which  would  be  repugnant  to  common  sense.  But  the 
drawer  of  a  bill,  by  the  custom  of  merchants,  undertakes  that  the  drawee 
shall  honor  it,  and  if  that  contract  be  broken,  the  law  thereupon  raises 
an  implied  promise,  that  he  (the  drawer)  will  immediately  pay  it  himself. 
Each  of  these  liabilities  descends,  as  a  matter  of  course,  in  case  of  the 
drawer's  death,  upon  those  who  represent  him ;  and  it  follows  that,  on 
the  happening  of  the  breach,  the  law  transfers  the  implied  promise  to 
the  executor.  Let  it  then  be  supposed  that  such  a  contract  and  promise 
were  respectively  under  seal,  in  terms  expressly  binding,  not  the  drawer's 
executor  only,  but  his  heir.  In  that  case,  the  holder  of  the  bill  would 
be  entitled,  by  compact,  to  sue  either ;  and  here  the  holder  has  the  same 
right  by  statutory  enactment. 

The  statute  does  not  use  the  word  '<  debts  "  only,  but  makes  the  heir 
liable  (or,  in  other  words,  the  real  estate  in  his  hands)  in  respect  of  all 
debts  and  demands — adding  '*  of  whatever  nature  or  kind."  We  cannot 
reasonably  give  the  enactment,  therefore,  any  other  construction  than 
this — that  a  person  '*  indebted  "  means  one  against  whom  there  was,  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  a  debt,  or  demand  in  the  nature  of  a  debt.  And 
our  conclusion  is  that,  in  every  case  where  such  a  person's  executor  or 
administrator  might  be  sued  in  respect  of  the  personal  estate,  there  his 
heir-at-law  may  be  sued,  under  this  enactment,  in  respect  of  the  real 
estate. 

Demurrer  overruled. 
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1851.  REGINA  V.  M'lNTOSH  [Na  II].  (1) 

Sept.  10. 

Crotcn  Grant,  isme,  qf,  procured  by  fraud — PerwntUion  oj  grantee — Void  and 

Stephen  C.J.  voidabie. 

and 

The  Crown,  intending  to  grant  fiertftin  land  to  one  M,  wm  iadnced  by  anothtr 
person  of  the  same  name,  after  M*8  death,  to  deliver  the  grant  to  him  by  repre- 
senting himself  to  be  the  promisee.     Held,  the  grant  was  not  void,  bnt  voidable. 

Dbmubbeb  to  a  writ  of  Scire  Facias,  Ai^ed  by  Broadhurst  for  tbe 
defendant,  and  the  Solicitor-Chnend  for  the  Grown,  Aug.  1.  Tbe 
judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered,  Sept.  10,  by — 

The  Chief  ^Justice.  This  is  a  case  of  a  Demurrer  to  the  3rd  ooaiit 
of  a  declaration  in  Scire  Fcieiat,  issued  to  repeal  a  Grant  of  Land  for 
alleged  misrepresentation. 

The  Ist  count  alleged,  that  one  Robert  IPIntosh  (then  of  Sydney, 
Musician,  but  since  deceased)  was  entitled  to  a  Grant  of  the  Land  in 
question,  and  had  applied  accordingly  for  the  same :  and  that  the  Crown, 
intending  to  make  a  Grant  of  the  land  to  him,  and  not  being  aware  of 
his  death,  issued  one  to  "Robert  Al^Intoshj  of  Sydney,"  but  that  tbesud 
Grant,  after  its  enrolment,  was  improvidently  delivered  to  the  defendant 
Robert  M'Intoshy  "  of  Lane  Cove,  in  the  County  of  Cumberland."  That 
Count  was  demurred  to,  on  the  ground  (among  others)  that  no  Grant) 
issued  under  the  circumstances  stated,  could  have  any  operation  what- 
ever ;  and,  therefore,  that  a  Scire  Facias  to  repeal  it  was  superfluous  and 
idle.  On  that  ground,  we  sustained  the  demurrer,  holding  that,  on  the 
facts  of  the  said  1st  Count,  the  Grant  appeared  to  have  been  to  a  dead 
man,  so  that  there  was  no  grantee  to  take,  and,  therefore,  there  was  no 
operative  grant  to  anyone  (2). 

The  present  demurrer  seeks  to  place  the  3rd  count  in  the  same  cate- 
gory. The  count  states  that  the  deceased  Robert  M'Intosh  was  entitled, 
and  had  applied,  as  all^;ed,  in  the  1st  count;  and  then,  that  the 
defcTidarU  Robert  M'Intosh  represented  himself,  after  the  former's  death, 
to  be  the  same  individual  as  the  applicant,  whereupon  the  Orowo, 
believing  that  r^resentation  to  be  true,  caused  Letters  Patent  to  be 
issued,  tvJtereby  the  land  tvaa  granted  io  the  said  d^endant,  in  aecordane» 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Aug.  2,  Sept.  11,  185). 
(2)  Anle,  p.  680,  April  2,  1851. 
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issued  under  those  circumstances  was  void,  just  as  much  as  if  the  Reoina 
defendant's  name  had  not,  as  here,  happened  to  be  identical  with  that  ^«t^'q,„ 
of  the  intended  grantee,  for  that  the  plain  intention  of  the  Grown  was, 
to  grant  to  Robert  Mcintosh  the  elder,  or,  at  any  rate,  to  a  diiferent 
person  from  the  younger  M^Intoshj  the  defendant^  who  dishonestly 
obtained  possession  of  the  instrument,  so  that  (as  he  contended)  there 
was  in  effect  no  grantee  at  all.  To  this  it  was  answered  by  the  Solicitor- 
General^  that  a  practised  deception  did  not  make  a  grant  void,  but 
rendered  it  voidable  only,  and  that  here  the  Grown  (on  the  facts  stated) 
intentionally  granted  to  the  defendant,  because  on  his  representation,  it 
believed  him  to  be  another  person. 

The  demurrer  was  argued  before  Mr.  Justice  Therry  and  myself,  in 
the  absence  of  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson,  and  I  then  was  and  still  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  third  count  is  not  open  to  the  objection  taken.  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  case  is  exactly  as  the  Solicitor-General  put  it 
The  Crown,  misled  by  a  representation  that  he  was  Robert  Mcintosh, 
the  elder,  deliberately  and  intentionally  granted  the  land  to  the  defen- 
dant. If  he  had  borne  another  name,  or  he  had  not,  in  any  sufficient 
degree,  answered  the  description  in  the  Grant,  there  might  have  been 
some  difficulty.  But  a  deceased  man  could  not  have  been  intended ;  that 
is  quite  clear.  And  the  name  and  description,  at  the  time,  coincided 
with  those  of  the  defendant.  On  the  facts  stated  in  the  first  Count,  there 
was  no  grantee  at  all.  Here,  however,  there  is  a  grantee ;  for  the 
defendant,  by  a  successful  personation,  procured  himself  to  be  made 
80,  and  he  became  so,  by  his  true  name,  and  by  an  apt  or  sufficient 
description. 

Mr.  Justice  Therry  was,  at  first,  inclined  to  sustain  the  demurrer,  but 
on  further  consideration.  His  Honor  agrees  in  opinion  with  me  that  this 
case  is  distinguishable  from  the  former  one,  and  that,  on  this  demurrer, 
the  Crown  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

With  respect  to  costs,  we  see  no  sufficient  reason  for  depriving  the 
Crown  of  them.  But,  as  the  defendant  has  succeeded,  on  the  issues 
raised  on  the  other  Counts,  the  costs  of  this  demurrer  will  be  deducted 
from  the  amount  payable  on  those  issues.  The  defendant  also,  should 
he  desire  it,  will  be  let  in  to  plead,  on  such  terms  as  a  Judge  in  Chambers 
may  think  proper. 

Order  accordingly. 
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1851-  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  RYAN  and  others  [No.  I].   (1) 

Sept,  17. 

Ir{formation  of  Intrusion — Description — Presumption  of  contimiance  of  estate  of 
Stephen  C.J.  former  grantee. 

and 
Therry  J.         In  an  Information  of  Introgion  the  land  was  described  as  having  been  "granted 

in  accordance  with  the  Reports,  &c.,"  in  addition  to  the  ordinary  description  of 

the  abuttals.     A  Demurrer  to  this  was  held  good  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a 

presumption  that  the  title  in  the  grantee  still  existed,  the  Crown  not  having  shown 

that  the  estate  had  determined. 

Demurrer  to  Information  of  Intrusion.  The  case  was  heard,  August  1, 
Broadhurst  appearing  for  the  defendant,  and  the  Solicitor-General  for  the 
Crown.  The  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court  was  deKvered,  September 
17,  by- 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  is  an  Information  of  Intrusion  in  respect 
of  certain  land  in  Sydney.  The  information,  instead  of  describing  the 
land  by  its  abuttals  simply,  adds  a  further  description,  showing  that  the 
land  has  been,  at  some  former  time,  granted  by  the  Crown  (to  whom 
does  not  appear)  in  accordance  with  a  Report  from  the  Commissioners 
for  Grants.  The  words  are,  "  being  the  land  granted  in  accordance  with 
the  Reports,  on  Memorials  538  and  906,  by  the  Commissioners  appointed 
under  the  Act  of  4  William  lY,  No.  9."  One  of  the  defendants,  there- 
fore, has  demurred  specially  to  the  information,  assigning,  for  cause 
(among  many  other  grounds,  which  were  all  disposed  of  on  the  argument) 
that  primd  /ctcie  the  title  was  not  in  the  Crown,  but  in  some  grantee 
from  the  Crown,  or  that  there  was  at  least  an  ambiguity,  occasioned  by 
the  added  words,  whether  the  title  was  in  the  Crown  or  a  subject. 

The  Solicitor-General  insisted,  however,  that  the  whole  was  but  matter 
of  description,  by  which,  he  maintained,  no  question  as  to  the  title  could 
arise.  He  contended,  that  sustaining  the  Demurrer  would  be,  in  efiect, 
to  compel  the  Crown  to  set  out  its  title,  and  that  the  allegation  that  the 
land  now  belonged  to  the  Crown  was  sufficient. 

We  have  considered  this  question,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
demurrer  must  be  allowed.  The  Crown,  on  its  own  showing,  has  issued 
a  grant  of  the  land,  under  a  recent  Act  of  Council,  of  which  we  are 

(1)  Hie  Sydney  Morning  Herald^  August  2,  September  19,  1851. 
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bound  to  take  notice,  passed  in  aid  of  persons  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  1851. 

such  grants.     According  to  the  well  known  presumption  of  continuance,  Attorkey^ 

therefore,  the  title  in  the  grantee  still  exists,  and  the  Crown  conse-  General 

quentlj  should  have  shown  that  the  estate  has  been  determined.     At  Rtak 

any  rate,  there  is  an  ambiguity.     The  Information  alleges,  no  doubt,  StephenCJ, 
that  the  land  belongs  to  the  Crown;  but,  if  so,  what  becomes  of  the 
grant  ? 

Tlie  Attorney -General  may  amend ;  but  we  think  that  it  must  be  on 
the  usual  terms. 

Order  accordingly. 
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[Iir  Equity.] 

1851.  BALES  V.  NOWLAND  and  another.  (1) 

Swt.  10.  

^^  '      *        Impoundhig — Undertaking  to  pay  damage* — 4  WiU,  FV,  N^o,  S— disputed  sUUioo 

Stephen  C.J.  boundaries. 

and 

^  '  RoBpODdent  having  impoonded  complainant's  aheep,  an  undertaking  to  pay 
damages  was  given,  under  4  Will  IV.,  No.  3,  to  release  them.  A  summons  for 
illegal  impounding  was  afterwards  dismissed  by  justices,  on  the  ground  that  the 
case  was  one  of  disputed  boundaries. 

The  respondent  was  ordered  by  the  Full  Court  to  take  no  proceedings  on  the 
undertaking,  pending  the  prosecution  of  an  action  of  trespass  by  the  complainant 
within  a  certain  time,  and  in  the  event  of  his  failure  in  the  action,  the  order  to 
be  discharged. 

On  June  25,  a  rule  in  this  case  was  obtained  by  Mr.  Fisher^  under 
the  Law  Simplifying  Act  (2),  calling  upon  the  respondents  to  show 

cause  why  two  undertakings,  given  by  Charles  Humphreys  (acting  for 
and  on  behalf  of  the  complainant)  to  the  respondent,  Elford^  for  the 
payment  of  the  sum  of  £115  5s.  8d.  for  damages  and  charges  on  the 
impounding  by  the  respondent^  Nowland^  of  certain  sheep  belonging  to 
the  complainant,  in  February,  1851,  should  not  be  delivered  up  to  be 
cancelled,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  respondents  from  taking 
any  proceedings  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  same.  It  appeared 
from  the  affidavit  of  the  complainant,  upon  which  the  rule  was  obtained, 
that  he  had  been  the  occupier  of  a  station  on  Liverpool  Plains,  called 
Walhalla,  since  1842,  and  that,  since  that  year,  respondent,  Notcland^ 
had  occupied  some  land  adjoining.  There  were  disputes  between  the 
parties  which  are  still  pending.  In  February  last,  the  respondents,  with 
some  other  persons,  drove  11,000  or  12,000  sheep  belonging  to  the  com- 
plainant off  the  run,  and  impounded  them  at  the  public  pound  at  MookL 
The  complainant's  superintendent,  after  an  ineffectual  attempt  at  rescue 
of  the  sheep,  entered  into  the  undertaking  required  by  the  Act  of  Council, 
4  Will.  lY,  No.  3,  to  pay  a  certain  sum  for  damages  within  one  month. 
It  was  sworn  that  the  undertaking  was  given  to  save  the  sheep  from 
starvation.  A  similar  act  was  shown  to  have  been  committed  in  the 
same  month,  and  a  similar  undertaking  given.     A  summons  for  the 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  September  11,  1851. 

(2)  12  Vic,  No.  1. 
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illegal  impounding  had  been  taken  out  before  the  Tarn  worth  Bench,  but  1851. 
the  magistrates  dismissed  the  case  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  case  of  Eales 
disputed  boundaries.     It  was  sworn  that  application  was  about  to  be  V' 

made  for  process  of  distress,  upon  the  undertaking  given  by  the  super- 
intendent, whence  the  present  application. 

FMer  moved  that  the  role  be  made  absolute. 

Broadhurat  showed  cause,  upon  an  affidavit  of  the  respondent,  iVW^no?, 
in  which  he  denied  the  material  &ot8  relied  upon  by  the  complainant, 
and  cited  Skeate  v.  BeaU  (3),  and  Lindon  v.  Hooper  (4). 

The  CouBT  stated  that  they  had  no  doubt  as  to  the  complainant's 
right  to  support  the  rule  upon  equitable  principles,  and  made  an  order 
to  the  effect  that  the  complainant  should,  within  a  certain  time  and 
upon  certain  specified  terms,  bring  an  action  for  trespass  against  the 
respondent,  Nowland^  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  right  to  the  run 
mentioned  in  the  affidavits,  and  that,  in  the  event  of  his  failing  in  such 
action,  or  not  fulfilling  the  terms  of  the  order,  the  rule  should  be  dis- 
charged with  costs. 

Order  ctccordingly. 
(3)  11  A.  and  £.  983.  (4)  1  Cowp.  414. 
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1851. 


Oct.  20. 

Stephen  C.  J. 

Dickinson  J. 

and 

TherryJ, 


DARBY  V.  REID.  (1) 
Slander— \\  Ftc.,  No,  13,  «.  2 — Evidence — Defendant'^s  statements — Inientum, 

When  the  jary  has  found  in  an  action  for  slander  that  the  words  complained 
of  were  not  calculated  to  do  an  injury,  the  Court  is  not  prevented  by  sec.  2  of 
11  Vic,  No.  13,  from  exercising  control  over  the  verdict,  and  directing  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence. 

Evidence  of  defendant's  statements  are  admissible  to  show  with  what  intention 
the  slander  was  uttered.     (Pearson  v,  Lemaitri  (2)  followed.) 

New  trial  motion.  This  was  an  action  of  slander,  tried  before  His 
Honor  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson^  in  which  a  verdict  had  been  returned 
for  the  defendant.  The  slanderous  words  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  by  the 
defendant  were  '*  liar  and  scoundrel."  These  were  found  by  the  jury 
to  have  been  spoken,  but,  under  sec  2  of  11  Vic,  No.  13,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  likely  to  be  injured  by  them. 

DarvcUl,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  was  a  gentleman  of  wealth 
and  influence  in  Newcastle,  and  the  plaintiff  a  schoolmaster.  The 
slanderous  expressions  were  used  by  the  defendant,  whilst  going  up  and 
down  by  coach  from  Newcastle  to  Maitland,  and  he  always  coupled  his 
remarks  with  this,  that  he  would  ruin  the  plaintiff.  This  evidence, 
refused  at  the  trial,  should  have  been  admitted.  Newton  v.  Holford, 
(3) ;  Pearson  v,  Lemaitr^,  (2) ;  Bartvell  v,  Adkins,  (4).  Evidence  is 
admissible  to  show  qtio  animo  the  libel  was,  though  the  libel  declared 
on  is  free  from  ambiguity.  Damages  will  be  presumed  if  the  words  are 
libellous.     (He  was  stopped.) 

The  Attorney-General  and  Furtfoy  showed  cause.  The  Court  will  not 
interfere  with  the  power  of  the  Jury  under  the  2nd  section  of  the  Act. 

The  Chief  Justice.  Does  the  section  mean  that  the  Court  cannot 
exercise  a  control  over  the  verdict  of  the  Jury  ? 

The  Court  cannot  interfere  with  the  decision  of  the  Jurv.  Proof  of 
the  special  damage  set  out  in  the  declaration  failed. 

Barvall,  The  evidence  rejected  must  have  had  weight  with  the  Jury. 
The  occasions  on  which  the  slander  was  repeated  were  so  numerous^ 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Oct.  21,  1851.        (2)  6  Scott  N.R.  607 ;  5  M.  & 
Gr.  700.  (3)  1  Car.  &  Kir.  537.        (4)  1  M.  &  Gr.  807. 
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to  injure  the  plaintiff.     No  proof  of  special  damage  is  required,  if  the       Darby 
words  are  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  way  of  his  business  as  a  school-       ^^^ 
master,  and  it  is  so  laid  in  the  declaration. 

The  Chief  Justice.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  case  should 
undergo  a  second  investigation.  The  words  '^iar  and  scoundrel,'' 
applied  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  affected  plaintiff's  character 
as  a  schoolmaster,  and  his  morals  as  a  man.  The  Jury  have  found  that 
the  words  were  spoken,  but  that,  under  the  2nd  section,  the  plaintiff 
was  not  likely  to  be  injured  by  them.  The  law,  however,  implies 
malice,  and  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  damages  except  for  this 
section.  The  Jury  found  that  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  injured,  with- 
out any  evidence  before  them  to  warrant  such  finding.  The  words 
impeached  the  plaintiff's  veracity,  and  being  spoken  publicly,  must  be 
presumed  to  have  been  spoken  to  injure  him.  The  trial  must  be  looked 
upon  as  a  conclusion  drawn  without  evidence,  I  think  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  a  new  trial.  On  the  authority  of  Pearson  v.  Lemaitr4  (5), 
I  think  that  a  new  trisd  ought  to  be  granted  because  the  evidence  was 
improperly  rejected. 

Dickinson,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  words  were  spoken 
so  publicly,  and  on  such  occasions,  that  I  think  they  were  calculated  to 
injure  the  character  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  Jury  came  to  a  con- 
elusion  without  evidence. 

Therby,  J.  I  concur  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  that  this  case 
should  be  investigated  again,  as  the  verdict  appears  to  me  to  be  against 
the  weight  of  evidence,  but  not  altogether  against  evidence.  I  think 
the  Jury,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  ought  to  take  into  consideration  all 
the  surrounding  circumstances,  for  instance,  that  the  defendant  charged 
the  plaintiff  with  having  committed  a  breach  of  faith.  A  primd  fade 
case  was  made  out  for  the  plaintiff,  which  was  not  rebutted  by  the 
defendant. 

New  trial  granted, 

(6)  6  Sc.  R.  607  ;  6  M.  and  Gr.  720. 
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1851.  REGINA  V.  WALTON.  (1) 

Dec.  12. 

Cnm»  Ftoaeeviar — 4  Vic,  Xo,  22,  s,  lO^Iufimnaiian—Ortmd  Jury. 
Stephen  C.J. 

^^^      '        There  ia  no  distinction  between  the  power  of  the  Crown  Prosecntor  and  that  of 

Therry  J.      the  Attorney-General  in  regard  to  filing  informations.     The  filing  of  an  informa' 

tion  is  equiralent  to  the  finding  of  a  bill  by  a  Grand  Jnry,  and  acoaTictioa,  nader 

an  information  filed  by  the  Crown  Prosecutor,  is  not  invalidated  by  the  proseca- 

tion  being  conducted  by  some  other  person. 

Special  Case.  The  prisoner  was  found  gailty  at  the  Quarter  Sesaioiis 
at  Parramatta  of  stealing.  After  the  jurj  had  deliTered  their  verdict^ 
Mr.  NichoUy  who  a{^)eared  for  the  prisoner,  moved  that  jadgment  be 
arrested,  on  the  ground  that  the  Crown  Prosecutor  was  not  personally 
present  in  Court  to  present  the  information.  In  his  absence  the  prose- 
cution had  been  conducted  by  Mr.  lldroyd^  but  the  bill  had  been  found 
by  the  Crown  Prosecutor.  The  averment  in  the  information  was  that 
Mr.  Callaghan,  "  who,  as  such  officer  for  our  sovereign  lady  the  Queen 
in  this  behalf  prosecutes  in  his  proper  person,  cometh  into  this  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions,  «S:c.,  and  for  our  said  sovereign  lady  the  Queen  informs 
the  said  Court  that,  &c."  The  points  reserved  by  the  Court  at  the 
request  of  Mr.  NichoU  for  the  opinion  of  their  Eonors  the  Judges  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  were,  1st,  whether  the  information  upon  the  facts  abore 
stated  is  valid  in  law ;  and,  second,  whether  the  judgment  can  be  legally 
sustained. 

FosUTy  for  the  prisoner.  The  Crown  Prosecutor  was  never  in  Court 
during  any  part  of  the  Sessions  The  words  of  sec.  10  of  4  Vic,  No.  22, 
referring  to  the  Crown  Prosecutor,  are,  '^  by  whom  and  in  wiiose  name 
all  crimes,  Jcc.,  may  be  prosecuted."  The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  i» 
not  constituted  till  there  are  two  magistrates  on  the  Bench,  and  then 
only  can  the  information  be  filed.  The  information  ought  to  have  alleged 
that  it  informed  Alfred  Oheeke^  Esq.,  David  Forbes^  Esq.,  Justices  of  the 
Peace,  and  others  their  fellows.  1  Ghitty,  Grim.  Law  331.  It  appears 
from  ArchhoUHa  Cr,  Pr.,  65,  that  the  Court  must  be  sitting  when  the 
Grand  Jury  bring  in  a  bill.  The  Crown  Prosecutor  has  no  further  power 
than  ia  conferred  on  the  Grand  Jury.  The  Attorney-General  is  a 
different  person,  and  the  Act  only  requires  that  the  information  shall 

(1)  Tfie  Sydney  Mormn{f  Herald,  Dec.  15,  1S51. 
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be  in  his  name.  The  Crown  Prosecutor  can  enter  a  nolle  prosequi,  but 
no  one  can  enter  one  for  him.  Chitty,  Or.  Law  479.  By  the  absence 
of  the  Crown  Prosecutor  the  prisoner  loses  the  benefit  of  a  nolle  prosequi, 
because  the  Crown  Prosecutor  cannot  appoint  a  deputy. 

The  Crown  Prosecutor  (  Callaghan)  and  Holroyd  were  not  called  on. 

The  Chief  Justice.  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  on  this  point.  The 
distinction  between  the  power  conceded  to  the  Attorney-General  in  the 
Supreme  Court,  and  that  given  to  the  Crown  Prosecutor  in  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions,  under  the  Act  of  Council,  4  Vic,  No.  22,  is  valueless ; 
the  section  must  be  read  as  if  the  words  were  by  and  in  the  name  of  the 
Attorney-General.  The  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  83,  giving  the  power  to  the 
Attorney-General  to  prosecute,  places  him  precisely  in  the  position  of 
a  Grand  Jury  to  find  a  bill.  In  the  present  case  the  Attorney-General, 
or  the  person  who  stands  in  his  place,  signs  the  bill,  tliat  is  to  say,  like 
a  Grand  Jury  he  finds  billa  vera.  The  Crown  Prosecutor  is  in  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions  in  the  same  position  as  the  Attorney-General  in  the 
Supreme  Court,  and  the  Act  of  Council  was  framed  to  place  him  in  that 
position.  The  Crown  Prosecutor  is  really  the  person  who  prosecutes, 
inasmuch  as  he  finds  the  bill ;  but  then,  it  is  said,  he  was  not  in  Court, 
because  he  did  not  conduct  the  prosecution  afterwards  in  Court.  In 
England  the  Queen  prosecutes ;  a  county  may  prosecute,  or  a  single 
individual,  but  still  in  every  case  the  Crown  really  prosecutes ;  and  even 
the  Grand  Jury  prosecutes  for  the  Crown.  After  the  information  is 
filed,  if  a  private  prosecutor  comes  into  Court,  he  may  be  permitted  to 
prosecute  for  the  Crown.  But  when  a  bill  has  been  found,  it  is  unneces- 
sary for  any  person  to  conduct  the  prosecution  ministerially.  We  are 
just  in  the  same  position  here  with  regard  to  a  prosecution  after  the  bill 
is  found  as  they  are  in  England.  The  only  difiference  is  that  the  Attorney- 
General,  or  some  other  person,  is  in  the  position  of  a  Grand  Jury. 

Dickinson,  J.  I  think  the  duty  of  the  Attorney-General  and  Crown 
Prosecutor  end  when  the  information  is  filed,  and  that  when  the  case  is 
prosecuted  in  Court  Mr.  Plunkett  appears  for  the  Attorney-General,  and 
Mr.  Callaghan  for  the  Crown  Prosecutor,  unless  in  any  particular  case 
they  claim  the  privilege  as  belonging  to  them  as  special  advocates  for 
the  Crown. 
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1851. 

Reoina 
r. 

Walton, 


Thekry,  J.,  concurred. 


Conviction  affirmed. 
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1862.  Ex  parte  TOWNS.  (1) 

April  26. 

*      Prohibition — Jurisdiction  of  Supreme  Court — 14  Vic,  No,  43— if crcAani  Seamen's 

Stephen  C.J.  Act,  13  Vic,  No.  28,  ««.  6  and  7—"  Absent  from  duty.'* 

Dickinson  J. 

Therrv  J.  ^^®  Court  haa  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  a  prohibition  in  the  matter  of  a  seaman's 
claim  for  wages  under  the  Merchant  Seamen's  Act,  13  Vic,  No.  28.  A  writ  of 
Prohibition,  by  the  Common  Law,  lies  only  where  the  inferior  Tribunal  has 
exceeded  its  jurisdiction,  and  the  Prohibition  Act,  14  Vic,  No.  43,  only  extends 
to  Orders  and  Convictions  in  criminal  cases,  or  concerning  matters  in  their  nature 
criminal. 

(Semble. )  The  forfeiture  of  wages,  created  by  sec.  7  of  the  Seamen's  Act,  and 
the  punishment  of  imprisonment  provided  by  sec.  6  are  cumulative. 

A  seaman,  guilty  of  an  act  of  insubordination  and  ordered  ofif  duty  by  the 
Captain,  does  not  thereby  become  liable  to  forfeiture  as  *'  absent  from  duty." 

There  is  nothing  in  sec.  7  of  the  Act  to  limit  its  application  to  ofifences  committed 
in  port  only. 

Motion  for  a  Prohibition  against  Messrs.  J,  O^Neill  Brenan  and  Edmund 
Lockyer^  Justices  of  the  Peace,  and  WiUiam  Sharp,  a  seaman.  The 
matter  was  argued,  April  14,  by  Broadhiirst,  for  the  magistrates,  Fisher 
for  the  seaman,  and  Darvall  for  the  applicant 

The  facts  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  delivered,  April  26,  by 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  was  a  motion  for  a  Prohibition,  under  Uie 
Prohibition  and  Amendment  Act,  14  Vic,  No.  43,  s.  12,  to  restrain 
two  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  from  proceeding  to  enforce  an  Order, 
made  by  them  under  the  Colonial  Merchant  Seamen's  Act,  13  Via, 
No.  28,  s.  15,  for  the  payment  of  wages  to  Sharp,  as  a  seaman  on  board 
Totvns^  vessel,  on  a  voyage  from  Hong  Kong  and  Amoy  to  Sydney. 

It  appears  that,  in  the  course  of  the  voyage.  Sharp  was  guilty  of  some 
acts  of  insubordination,  and  that,  on  the  last  of  these  occasions,  the 
Captain  ordered  him  off  duty  and  so  kept  him  (the  man  never  offering 
to  return  to  his  duty)  for  seventeen  days  following.  On  arrival  in  this 
Port,  the  Captain  proceeded  against  Sharp  for  the  insubordination,  under 
s.  6  of  the  Seamen's  Act  already  mentioned,  and  Sliarp  was  sentenced,  for 
the  offence,  to  thirty  days'  imprisonment.  The  Justices  awarded  agaiust 
him,  moreover,  a  deduction  of  forty  shillings  from  his  wages,  for  costs, 
incurred  (we  presume)  in  his  apprehension. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  15,  27,  1852. 
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his  wages,  which  Toums  resisted  by  claiming  a  forfeiture  of  six  days'      ^^  parte 
pay,  under  s.  7  of  the  Act,  for  each  of  the  seventeen  during  which  the      Towns. 
man  was  off  duty.     But  the  justices  held  that  the  prosecution  and  Stephen  C.J. 
punishment  of  Sharp^  under  s.  6,  precluded  all  question  of  forfeiture 
under  s.  7,  and  they  awarded  payment  of  the  wages  accordingly,  certain 
deductions  being  allowed,  which  will  be  more  particularly  referred  to 
presently. 

The  questions  which  arise  in  this  case,  and  on  which  we  have  been 
pressed  for  an  opinion,  are  stated  to  be  of  much  importance  to  the 
shipping  interests,  and  such  as  the  Magistrates,  as  well  as  the  parties 
more  immediately  concerned,  would  be  glad  to  have  finally  decided. 
We  proceed,  therefore,  to  offer  our  opinions  upon  them,  although,  for  a 
reason  which  will  appear  in  the  sequel,  those  opinions  must  be  con- 
sidered, whenever  the  questions  shall  again  arise,  as  still  open  to 
discussion. 

On  the  general  question,  whether  the  forfeitures  created  by  s.  7  of 
the  Seamen's  Act  are  cumulative,  that  is  to  say,  are  irrespective  of  and 
in  addition  to  the  punishment  provided  by  s.  6,  we  incline  strongly  to 
think  that  they  arB  cumulative.  But  we  conceive  that  the  sentence 
under  s.  6,  must  be  either  to  imprisonment  alone,  or  the  awarding  of 
costs  alone,  not  both.  The  imprisonment,  it  appears  to  us,  is  in  its 
nature  and  object  punishment,  as  for  a  crime.  The  awarding  of  costs, 
on  the  other  hand  (although  undoubtedly  in  one  sense  a  punishment) 
seems  rather  to  be  intended  as  a  compensation,  to  the  owner,  in  cases 
where  he  does  not  press  for  the  imprisonment.  The  forfeiture  of  wages 
provided  by  s.  7,  would  appear  to  be  of  the  same  character,  but  to  be 
irrespective  of  the  enactment  as  to  imprisonment.  The  extreme  limit 
of  thirty  days  might,  in  many  cases,  be  a  very  inadequate  punishment. 
The  forfeiture  of  wages,  however,  in  each  case,  is  in  due  proportion  to 
the  offence ;  that  is  to  say,  to  its  duration,  and,  therefore  to  the  extent 
of  the  injury. 

It  could  hardly  be  contended,  we  think,  that  in  a  case  of  (for  example) 
gross  insubordination,  whereby  the  seamen  would  forfeit  two  days'  pay 
only,  the  master  or  owner  would,  by  insisting  on  that  forfeiture,  lose  his 
right  to  prosecute  criminally  under  s.  6.  But,  if  the  master  or  owner 
may  so  prosecute,  after  deducting  the  forfeiture,  in  any  such  case  why 
may  he  not  first  prosecute  and  then  insist  on  the  forfeiture  ?  By  s.  9,  a 
seaman  who  deserts  forfeits  ail  his  wages.  If  that  forfeiture  be  no  bar 
to  his  punishment  under  the  6th  section  (and  it  would  be  difficult  to  say 
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185S.        how  it  could  so  operate),  then  the  two  proviflions  are  camalatire.     But 

Rt  parte     ^  ^^^  &i^  ^^7  '^^  >^o^  equally  the  provisions  in  six  and  seyenl     It 

Towns.      geems  to  us  most  nnreasonable  to  hold  that  thej  are  either  cumnlative 

A^pAen  C  J.  or  not  cumnlative,  according  to  the  section  under  which  the  owner  may 

first  proceed. 

We  do  not  say,  however  that  in  the  present  case  any  forfeiture  was 
established.  If  no  other  was  relied  on  than  that  of  which  the  seventeen 
days  formed  the  ground,  wo  should  not  hesitate  to  express  our  opinion 
that  none  was  established.  In  the  first  place,  the  non-performance  of 
duty  during  those  days  was,  upon  evidence,  the  result  of  the  captain's 
own  act.  If,  therefore,  the  man  was  thereby  absent  from  duly  he  was 
not  so  (in  the  words  of  the  enactment)  wilfully  and  without  leave. 
But,  secondly,  the  man  was  not  in  any  just  sense  absent  at  all  during 
those  daya  The  absence  contemplated  is  plainly  something  different 
from  mere  refusal  or  n^lect  It  would  require  strong  authority  to 
induce  us  to  hold  that  a  seaman  can  be  deemed  "  absent "  from  duty 
who  is  present  on  the  spot  (or,  at  any  rate,  in  the  vessel),  able  at  a 
moment's  notice  to  do  that  duty.  The  offence  is,  that,  being  present, 
he  refuses  or  omits  to  do  it.  The  absence,  in  short,  must  be  of  the  same 
class  or  nature  with  dssertiouy  liomething  that,  if  without  the  animus 
revertetidi  (or,  possibly,  if  long  continued),  may  amount  to  desertion — a 
bodily,  entire  absence  from  the  ship,  and  not  a  part  of  it  only.  Or,  if 
the  employment  be  in  a  boat,  or  on  a  wharf,  then  the  absence  must  be 
wholly  therefrom.  If  in  any  such  case  the  absence  were  without  intent 
to  return,  it  would  be  desertion,  puni^able  by  imprisonment  and  a  total 
forfeiture  of  wages.  But,  if  *'  not  treated  as  such  "  by  the  master,  it 
will  be  punishable  merely  as  absence  without  leave. 

But  although  there  was  here  no  forfeiture  by  absence^  there  was  (we 
think)  a  forfeiture  of  two  days'  pay  incurred  by  every  act  of  insubor- 
dination or  refusal  established  or  which  might  have  been  established 
against  the  seaman,  supposing  such  act  or  acts  to  have  been,  as  the  pro- 
viso in  s.  7  requires,  duly  entered  in  the  log.  And,  had  the  man  been 
daily  ordered  to  do  duty,  instead  of  being  put  off  duty,  during  the  seven- 
teen days  in  question,  and  then  had  he  refused  or  n^lected  such  duty,  a 
series  of  similar  forfeitures  would  have  been  incurred  by  him  ;  or,  if  the 
refusal  or  neglect  were  continued  throughout  the  twenty-four  hours,  a 
forfeiture  in  each  case  of  six  days'  pay. 

It  was  suggested  that  the  acts  of  insubordination  oomplained  of 
entitled  the  Master,  immediately  thereupon,  to  dischaige  Sharp  from 
his  service,  and  so,  that  the  man  henceforth  earned  no  wages.     But 
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(independently  of  the  objection  that  this  was  not  the  ground  on  which        1852. 
his  claim 'was  resisted)  we  are  by  no  means  prepared  to  assent  to  that      Ex  parte 
proposition.     It  is  a  very  debatable  point,  to  say  the  least,  whether  the      Towns. 
several  provisions  in  the  Merchant  Seamen's  Act,  creating  forfeitures,   Stephen  C.J. 
and  establishing  punishments  by  imprisonment,  specifically,  for  acts  of 
insubordination,  absence,  and  refusal  to  do  duty,  were  not  (except  in 
cases  so  flagrant  or  of  such  a  nature  as  to  render  the  discharge  almost  a 
matter  of  necessity)^  intended  as  substitutes  for  the  power  contended 
for.     In  the  ordinary  cases  of  master  and  servant,  it  is  not  every  act  of 
misconduct  that  will  justify  immediate   dismissal.     And  in  the    par- 
ticular cases  of  seamen,  it  has  been  held  expressly  that  neglect  in  a  single 
instance  (even  where  the  offender  acted  as  Chief  Mate),  will  not  defeat 
the  claim  for  wages,  unless  followed  by  injurious  consequences ;  nor  will 
occasional  acts  of  drunkenness,  unless  habitual.     Sir  Stephen  Lvshington 
has  laid  it  down  as  law  that  the  seaman's  misconduct  "  must  be  such  as 
to  render  his  discharge  necessary  for  the  safety  of  the  ship  and  the  due 
preservation  of  discipline.''   See  the  cases  of  the  Blake  and  of  the  J)ue?ie88 
of  Kent  J  cited  in  Sheets  Abbott,  p.  652. 

The  forfeitures  provided  by  s.  7,  it  was  contended,  apply  only  to 
offences  committed  in  Port,  the  previous  section  being  con6ned,  in  terms, 
to  offences  daring  or  before  commencement  of  the  voyage.  It  has  already 
been  seen  that  we  do  not  adopt  this  construction.  If  s.  6  applies,  ex- 
clusively, to  offences  committed  at  sea,  or  before  commencement  of  ^le 
voyage,  then  desertion,  or  any  act  of  refusal,  or  insubordination,  bow- 
ever  gross,  after  such  commencement,  if  committed  in  port,  are  punish- 
able by  foi*feiture  of  pay  only.  On  that  question,  we  distinctly  abstain 
from  giving  any  opinion.  But,  whatever  the  true  construction  in  that 
respect  of  s.  6,  and  whatever  cause  may  have  suggested  the  use,  in  &  7, 
of  terms  varying  from  those  used  in  the  previous  section,  we  see  nothing 
in  the  language  of  s.  7,  in  any  part  of  it,  entitling  us  to  say  that  it  does 
not  extend  to  offences  committed  at  sea,  as  much  as  to  offences  com- 
mitted in  harbour. 

The  decision  in  Sharp^s  favour  is  complained  of,  as  to  amount^  that 
is  to  say,  not  giving  the  owner  credit  for  certain  payments  in  dollars, 
at  a  higher  rate  of  exchange,  that  the  payments  were  so  made,  was  not 
disputed  ;  but  the  justices  allowed  only  4s.  2d.  for  each  dollar,  whereas 
the  claim  was  5s.  per  dollar.  The  evidence  on  this  point,  we  must  say, 
was  on  either  side  singularly  loose  and  inconclusive.  The  owner  proved, 
that  he  paid  his  own  agent  the  higher  rate.  For  the  sailor  it  was  shown, 
that  the  British  Consul  debited  only  the  lower.    The  question,  therefore, 
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1852.        seems  to  have  been  one  solely  of  evidence,  as  to  what  was,  in  fact^  the 

Ex  varte     ^^^^^^^  exchange,  or  market  value  ol  the  coin.     And  we  aee  nothing 

Towvfl.      to  justify  us  in  holding,  that  the  justices  were  wrong  in  adopting  the 

Stephen  C.J.  Consul's  rate,  in  preference  to  that  of  the  agent     It  was  but  a  choice 

between  difficulties,  where  there  was  no  certain  guide. 

The  important  question  yet  remains,  however : — ^has  the  Supreme 
Court  any  appellate  authority,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  over  the  decisions 
of  justices  ?  And  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  has  not.  By  the  Common 
Law  the  Wiit  of  Prohibition  lies,  only,  where  the  inferior  tribunal  has 
exceeded  its  juiisdiction.  But  no  such  excess  is  here  asserted.  The 
authority  which  we  are  asked  to  exercise,  therefore,  must  be  vested  in 
this  Court  by  positive  enactment,  or  we  possess  it  not  at  alL  We  turn, 
then,  to  the  Prohibition  and  Amendment  Act,  which  was  relied  on  for 
this  purpose,  and,  after  a  careful  consideration  of  its  provisions,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  it  extends,  only,  to  Orders  and  Convictions  in  criminal 
cases,  or  concerning  matters  in  their  nature  criminal,  not  to  Adjudica- 
tions or  Orders  in  cases  of  debt,  or  on  claims  or  complaints  in  the  nature 
of  suits  for  debt.  Now,  unquestionably,  many  offences  are  created,  or 
made  summarily  punishable,  by  the  Merchant  Seamen's  Act.  These, 
therefore,  it  would  seem  clear,  are  within  the  former  class  of  cases.  Bat 
the  provision  respecting  wages,  establishing  a  summary  mode  for  their 
recovery,  does  nothing  more  than  confer  a  jurisdiction  purely  civil,  the 
exercise  of  which  by  the  justices,  although  the  proceedings  may  (in  form) 
commence  by  way  of  complaint,  cannot  change  the  nature  of  the  claim, 
or  make  it  other  than  what  it  in  truth  is — a  suit  and  not  a  prosecution. 

The  remedy  by  Prohibition,  we  entertain  no  doubt,  was  not  provided 
for  any  case  of  that  class.  If  it  were,  every  action  for  debt,  in  the  several 
Courts  of  Petty  Sessions,  would  be  equally  within  the  enactment.  Bat 
the  language  of  the  6rst  and  ninth  section,  as  well  as  of  the  twelfth,  which 
gives  to  aggrieved  parties  the  remedy  in  question,  is  strong  to  show  that 
cases  of  prosecution  for  offences  alone  (or  acts  in  some  sense  criminal,  not 
being  the  mere  non-payment  of  money  due)  were  intended  to  be  within 
that  enactment.  Taking  the  three  sections  together,  and  considering  the 
use  of  words  "offence"  and  "party  prosecuting,"  and  the  provision  as  to 
amending  errors  of  form,  and  respecting  the  production  of  copies  of 
depositions  we  entertain  no  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  this  conclusion. 

The  Kule  for  the  Prohibition,  therefore,  in  this  case,  must  be  dis- 
charged. And,  as  we  cannot  say  that  the  application  has  failed  on  a 
technical  point  merely,  or  that  in  such  a  case,  either  the  Seaman  or  the 
Magistrates  (especially  the  former),  should  bear  the  expense  of  opposi- 
tion, the  Rule  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Prohibition  refused. 
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REGINA  v.  TAAFE.  (1)  1852. 

Bigamy — Evidence— Mai^iage  register — IdentUy  of  parties — 3  Vic,,  No.  7,  sec,  4 — 

Objection  not  taken  at  trial — Estoppel,  Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J. 

On  the  trial  of  a  prisoner  foi*  bigamy  there  was  no  direct  evidence  of  the  first      Thnrv  J 
marriage,  but  the  fact  of  a  marriage  between  certain  parties  was  proved  by  the 
registry  book,  and  evidence  was  given  of  the  acts  of  the  prisoner  and  his  alleged 
first  wife  to  identify  them  as  the  parties  so  married.     Heldf  the  evidence  was 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  conviction. 

By  sec.  4,  3  Vic,  No.  7,  a  copy  of  a  duplicate  certificate  to  be  filed  in  the 
Supreme  Court  was  made  the  only  evidence  of  a  marriage  under  the  Act.  Held, 
although  the  marriage  was  proved  by  the  original  register,  and  it  was  no  part  of  a 
minister's  diUy  to  keep  the  same,  the  prisoner  was  estopped  from  relying  on  the 
objection,  the  exclusion  of  the  evidence  not  having  been  claimed  at  the  triaL 

Special  Case.  The  prisoner  was  tried  and  convicted  of  bigamy  beforo 
His  Honor  the  Chief  Justice,  In  proof  of  the  first  marriage  a  registry 
book  was  produced,  kept  by  the  ofi&ciating  Wosleyan  minister,  and 
containing  an  entry,  signed  by  the  parties,  that  two  persons,  named 
respectively  William  Taafe  and  Caroline  Stewart  were  on  the  day 
therein  named  united  in  marriage  by  the  Rev.  Lewis,  The  signature  of 
Mr.  Letvis  was  proved  by  the  Rev.  W,  B,  Boyce^  the  head  of  the 
Wesleyan  body  in  this  Colony.  There  were  two  witnesses,  one  of  whom 
appeared  by  his  signature  to  bear  exactly  the  same  name  as  the  prisoner. 
There  was  evidence  that  the  father  of  the  prisoner  was  living  at  the  time 
of  the  marriage,  but  none  that  his  name  was  William,  There  was  no 
direct  proof  of  the  marriage,  but  the  father  of  the  first  wife  proved  that 
prisoner  and  his  daughter  had,  afcer  the  time  of  the  alleged  marriage, 
lived  together  as  man  and  wife.  The  points  now  before  the  Court  were, 
first,  that  there  had  been  no  legal  evidence  of  the  marriage  or  of  the 
prisoner's  identity  with  the  person  alleged  to  have  been  married ;  and 
secondly,  that^  in  the  absence  of  such  strict  legal  evidence,  no  proof  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  a  presumption  of  marriage  would  be  sufi&cient. 

Purefoy,  for  the  prisoner,  contended  that  the  first  marriage  must  be 
strictly  proved.  The  signature,  too,  of  the  witness,  William  Taafe^ 
might  have  been  that  of  the  prisoner  himself.  Whittock  v.  Water »  (2) ; 
Beat  on  Presumptions,  69. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  17,  1852. 
(2)  4  C.  and  P.  375. 
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Bboina 

V, 

Taafe. 


Their  Honors  were  of  opinion  that  the  eyidence,  if  admissible,  vas 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  conviction,  for  the  fact  of  a  marriage  having 
been  proved  by  the  registry  between  certain  parties,  the  evidence  of  the 
subsequent  actings  of  the  prisoner,  and  his  alleged  first  wife,  was  suffi- 
cient to  identify  them  as  the  parties  so  married,  and  these  were  the  kind 
of  proofs  recognised  and  defined  by  Starkie,  pp.  353  and  699.  It  was 
also,  however,  the  opinion  of  their  Honors  that  the  registry  produced  at 
the  trial  was  not  strictly  admissible  as  evidence  under  the  act^  inasmuch 
as  this  was  a  registry  kept  by  the  solemnising  clergyman  himself,  and 
the  Act  declared  that  a  copy  of  a  d^piUiate  ceri%fioaAe  to  be  filed  in  the 
Supreme  Court,  was  the  proper  and  only  evidence.  A  question  now 
arose,  therefore,  as  to  whether  or  not,  the  objection  not  being  taken  at 
the  trial,  the  Court  was  bound  to  act  upon  it  in  the  then  stage  of  the 
case. 

Purefoy  contended  that  it  came  within  his  objection  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  proof  of  the  marriage.  Prisoner  should  not  be  prejudiced  by  the 
omission  of  counsel. 

The  Solicitor-General.  The  prisoner  is  estopped  from  raising  the 
objection. 

The  Court  sustained  the  conviction.  Their  Honors  had  no  doubt 
that  the  objection  itself  to  the  admissibility  of  this  piece  of  evidence 
was  well  founded.  The  Act  had  declared  in  express  terms  that  a  dupli- 
cate certificate  register  of  the  marriage  should  be  signed  by  the  parties 
and  recorded  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and  that  a  certified  copy  of  tke 
document  thus  recorded  should  be  legally  admissible  as  evidence  of  the 
marriage  ;  now  the  document  in  evidence  was  an  original  entry  aigned  fay 
the  pai-ties  in  a  book  kept  by  the  officiating  minister.  This  might  have 
been  admissible  if  it  had  been  any  part  of  the  minister's  duty  to  keep  such 
a  register,  but  this  was  not  the  case.  The  duty  was  not  imposed  upon  the 
minister  by  statute,  and  was  in  no  way  neeessarily  incidental  to  the  per- 
formance of  this  branch  of  his  public  duty,  as  the  marriage  would  be 
complete  without  any  such  registry  as  this  being  kept  by  himself.  Bat 
although  the  registry  might  have  been  excluded  upon  these  grounds  if  the 
objection  had  been  taken  at  the  trial,  still  as  the  objection  had  not  been 
taken  the  prisoner  was  stopped  from  relying  upon  the  objection  after- 
wards, and  the  evidence  being  thus  before  the  jury  was  very  good  evidence 
for  them  to  consider  in  arriving  at  a  conclusion.  The  oversight  of  ibe 
prisoner's  counsel  was  a  very  natural  one,  for  the  objection  was  one  not 
likely  to  strike  any  one  without  reflection,  and  did  not  in  fact  strike 
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either  the  Jndge  or  the  Crown  Prosecutor  at  the  time,  but  the  Court        1852. 


nevertheless  could  not  in  this  instance  see  any  grounds  for  recommending      Keoika 
the  prisoner  for  pardon,  as  was  sometimes  done  in  cases  where  a  con-  ^** 

JL  AAFE* 

viction  had  taken  place  upon  improper  or  insufficient  testimony,  for  the 

fact  was  that  the  evidence  admitted,  being  an  original  document  signed 

by  the  parties,  was  really  of  a  higher  character  than  the  evidence  really 

admissible.     The  Jury,  therefore,  could  not  by  any  possibility  have  been 

misled. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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1852  REaiNAr.  KORFF.  (I) 

AprU  16. 
Stephen  C  J  Faise  pretences — Falsity  known  to  prosecutor — Arrest  of  judgment. 

Dickinson  J. 

Them/  J  "^  finding  of  the  jury  that  prisoner  is  goilty  of  obtaining  a  cheque  by  false 

pretences,  but  that  the  person  from  whom  it  was  obtained  knew  that  the  repre- 
sentation was  false,  amounts  to  a  verdict  of  not  guilty. 

On  a  motion  in  ari'est  of  judgment  the  Court  will  not  refer  to  the  evidence,  but 
to  the  record  alone. 

The  defendant,  John  Korff,  had  been  tried  before  his  Honor,  Mr. 
Justice  Thern/f  upon  an  indictment  charging  him  with  having  obtained 
a  cheque  from  one  Sayers  by  false  pretences,  and  the  jury  had  found  a 
verdict  to  the  effect  that  the  defendant  was  guilty,  but  that  Sayers^  st 
the  time  of  giving  him  the  cheque,  knew  that  the  statement  of  account 
under  which  it  was  obtained  was  false  and  fraudulent.  Prisoner's 
counsel  applied  at  the  time  to  have  the  jury  directed  that  such  a  finding 
was  tantamount  to  a  verdict  of  not  guilty,  and  his  Honor  reserved  the 
question  for  the  consideration  of  the  Full  Court 

The  Attorney-General  prayed  the  judgment  of  the  Court  and  applied 
for  leave  to  refer  to  the  evidence  before  the  jury. 

The  Court  held  that  such  evidence  could  not  be  referred  toj  as  the 
case  must  be  decided  solely  upon  the  record. 

Foster  and  Broadhurst,  for  the  defendant,  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
that  the  finding  was  substantially  one  of  acquittal.  Mr.  Sayers  could 
not  have  been  deceived  by  the  false  pretence.  The  case  cited  at  the 
trial,  R  v.  Ady  (2),  was  incorrectly  reported. 

The  Attorney-General  admitted  that  being  driven  to  rely  upon  the 
mere  record,  and  without  reference  to  the  evidence  in  the  case,  he  could 
not  urge  what  he  conceived  the  most  important  arguments  in  support 
of  the  conviction,  namely,  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  was  consistent 
with  their  belief  in  actual  guilt  under  this  indictment,  and  amounted 
consequently  to  a  complete  verdict  of  guilty. 

{\)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  17,  1852. 

(2)  7  C.  &  P.  140. 
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He  submitted   the   expression  of  opinion  as  to  Sayera  was  mere        1S52. 


surplusage,  and  secondly,  that  it  might  be  held  to  amount  merely  to  a  Regina 
statement  that  Bayers  knew  of  the  fraud  from  other  sources,  but  without  ^  ^* 
at  the  time  he  parted  with  the  cheque  to  Korff^  believing  that  the  latter 
was  really  acting  thus  fraudulently,  and  consequently,  that  he  had 
parted  with  the  cheque  because  of  his  reliance  upon  Korff^s  statement, 
although  he  had  had  previous  intimation  of  the  fraud  from  a  person  in 
whom  he  placed  less  reliance. 

The  Chief  Justice  had  no  doubt  that  judgment  in  this  case  must  be 
arrested.  The  learned  judge  who  tried  the  case  (Mr.  Justice  Therry) 
had  acted  with  very  proper  care  in  a  matter  of  so  much  importance,  by 
reserving  the  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  Full  Court,  especially 
when  he  had  before  him  the  reported  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Falersony 
in  support  of  a  verdict  of  this  kind.  It  was  clear,  however,  that  this 
opinion  had  never  been  expressed,  but  was  an  error  of  the  reporter's. 
The  question  then  raised  was  precisely  the  same  in  effect  as  if  it  had 
been  raised  by  the  special  case,  for  even  in  the  latter  case  the  Attorney- 
General,  in  seeking  to  refer  to  the  evidence,  would  have  been  met  by  the 
Court  with  the  decision  that  the  question  of  evidence  was  one  solely  for 
the  jury,  and  the  judges  could  only  look  at  their  finding.  And  it  was 
impossible  to  avoid  the  conclusion  that  this  finding  must  have  been  come 
to  by  the  jury  for  the  express  purpose  of  enabling  the  Court  to  decide 
upon  the  law  of  the  case.  Substantially,  then,  in  its  effect,  the  verdict 
was  one  of  not  guilty,  for  it  was  clear  that  a  man  could  not  be  held 
convicted  of  obtaining  a  cheque  under  false  pretences,  when  it  was 
expressly  found  at  the  same  time  that  the  person  giving  the  cheque  had 
not  given  it  in  consequence  of  those  false  pretences  at  all.  If  the  facts 
were  really  as  alleged,  the  defendant  was  both  a  cheat  and  a  rogue,  but 
he  did  not  obtain  the  cheque  through  his  cheating  and  roguery. 

Dickinson,  J.,  was  of  the  same  opinion.  A  charge  of  obtaining  money 
or  goods  under  false  pretences  was  convertible  into  a  charge  or  assertion 
that  the  person  parting  with  such  money  or  goods  had  done  so  in  a 
belief  that  these  false  pretences  were  true  representations.  The  jury 
here  had  said  that  Sayera  was  aware  of  the  fraud,  and  consequently  he 
could  not  have  been  imposed  upon.  In  strictness,  the  jury  ought  to 
have  been  told  that  their  verdict  was  one  of  not  guilty  ;  but  it  is  probable 
that  they  might  still  have  adhered  to  their  peculiar  finding,  and  in  this 
case  the  leai*ned  judge  might,  if  he  thought  fit,  have  directed  a  verdict 
of  not  guilty  to  be  entered,  but  his  Honor  had  very  properly  decided 
upon  the  better  and  less  rash  course,  of  having  the  question  argued 
before  the  Full  Court. 
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1852.  Thebbt,  J.y  ooncnrred.     The  verdict^  tftkm  as  a  whole,  amoimted  for 

RraMA      ^^®  reaaoxis  alreadj  stated  bj  the  other  jadges,  to  one  o£  not  goiltjr,  and 
V.  this  was  his  opinion  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  but  having  before  him  the 

reported  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  FcUenon  (although  he  believed  the  report 
to  be  wroneoas)  and  being  unwilling  to  decode  a  question  of  sach  momeDt 
upon  his  own  responsibility,  he  had  preferred  reserring  the  points  fxa^ 
the  consideration  of  the  Full  Court.  This  oouise  also  was  taken  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  parties  interested,  the  Crown  having  tacitly,  if 
not  expressly,  consented  to  the  admission  of  defendant  to  baiL 

Judgment  arrested. 
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  RYAN  [No.  II].  (1) 

Crown  grant — Reversion  in  the  Crown — Statute  qf  Uses — Grant  to  Trustees  — 

**  Office  found." 

A  grant  having  issued  for  certain  land  in  Sydney  to  R.  and  C. ,  and  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  in  trust  for  E.,  with  the  usual  declaration  that  the  land  was  given  for 
building  purpoaes,  and  reservation  of  a  qnit-rent,  R.  on  the  decease  of  £.,  G.  being 
also  dead,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  fee -simple. 

Held,  the  building  clause  was  not  part  of  the  trust,  but  the  consideration  or 
condition  on  which  the  gi*ant  was  made,  and  therefore,  on  the  death  of  the  cestui 
que  trust,  the  Statute  of  Uses  vested  the  remainder  in  the  Grown.  And  no  '*  office 
found  "  was  necessary  to  entitle  the  Grown  to  possession. 

Judgment  was  delivered  in  this  case  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  is  an  Information  of  Intrusion,  to  recover 
possession  for  the  Crown  of  certain  land  in  Sydney,  to  which  the 
defendant  has  pleaded,  claiming  the  property  as  the  survivor  of  two 
grantees  thereof  in  fee.  The  Attorney-General  replies,  setting  out  the 
grant  relied  on,  by  which  it  appears  that  the  land  was  given  to  the 
defendant,  and  another  person,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  in  trust /or 
Frances  Elliott,  vrho  being  deceased,  the  Crown  claims  to  be  entitled. 
The  defendant  has  demurred  to  this  replication,  on  the  general  ground 
that  it  establishes  no  present  title  in  the  Crown.  And  the  questions 
raised  are,  not  merely  whether  the  grant  gave  an  estate  in  fee,  to  the 
parties  named,  subject  only  to  a  life  interest  for  the  bene^t  of  Frances 
Elliott,  but  whether,  supposing  the  Crown  to  be  eventually  entitled  by 
the  determination  of  that  estate  or  interest,  an  "  Office  Found ''  was  not 
necessary,  or  a  decree  declaring  the  determination  of  the  trust,  in  order 
to  entitle  the  Crown  to  possession. 

The  grant  contains  the  usual  declaration,  that  the  land  is  given  for 
the  purpose  of  building,  and  the  general  impravement  of  the  town  ;  and 
there  is  the  usual  reservation,  in  perpetuity,  of  a  certain  amount  of  quit 
rent.  From  these  clauses,  and  the  faet  of  a  limitation  to  the  heirs,  with 
the  absence  of  any  expressed  limitation  over,  on  the  determination  of 
the  life  estate,  Mr.  Broadhurst  contended  that  an  intent  to  create  a 
perpetual  interest,  in  the  grantees,  must  be  inferred,  having  regard, 
especially  to  the  rule  of  construction  (in  grants  of  the  Crown's  grace  and 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  May  1,  July  IG,  1852.     Cited  3  S.G:R.  23. 
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1852.        certain   knowledge)  in  favour  of  the  subject.     The  Solicitor-General 


Attobket-    maintained,   on  the  contrary,   that  the  grant  was  wholly   void   for 

Genbbal     uncertainty ;  but  that,  if  it  had  any  operation,  it  clearly  conveyed  an 

Rtan.       estate  for  life  only,  and  in  Frances  Elliott  herself,  not  the  parties  named 

Stephen  C.J.  *b  trustees  for  her.     The  reversion,  therefore,  was  necessarily  in  the 

Grown  as  grantor.     No  intention  could  be  inferred  to  benefit  those 

parties  individually.     And  no  proceeding  by  Bill  or  Office  Found,  in  a 

case  where  such  a  reversion  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  grant,  could  be 

required. 

Several  cases  and  authorities  were  cited,  from  2  Y.  and  Jerv.  605  (2)  ; 
Ch,  Pr.y  394;  Moore's  R,  876;  2  Dyer,  169, a;  1  Broum's  Ch.,  204; 
1  W.  B.,  118 ;  Dat-is'  R.,  45  ;  7  Ves.,  201 ;  9  Co,  Rep,,  131 ;  and  from 
Lew,  on  Trusts  ;  Bac,  on  the  Statute  of  Uses,  and  the  1st  and  2nd.  vols, 
of  Sdrs,  on  Uses, 

We  have  considered  this  case,  and  our  opinion  is  that  the  Crown  is 
entitled  to  judgment  The  grant,  whatever  may  have  been  the  impres- 
sions of  its  f ramer,  gave  the  legal  estate  in  the  land  to  Frances  Elliott  ; 
the  Statute  of  Uses  operating,  equally,  whether  the  word  '*  use  ^  or  the 
word  ''  trust ''  be  adopted.  And,  with  respect  to  one  of  the  arguments 
used,  that  the  operation  of  the  statute  is  excluded,  because  here  there 
were  special  trusts,  the  answer  clearly  is  that  there  were  in  this  case  no 
such  trusts.  The  Crown  gave  the  land,  not  upon  trust  to  build  or 
improve,  but  the  expectation  of  such  improvements  formed  the  consider- 
ation,  if  not  the  condition,  upon  which  the  grant  was  made.  And  that 
consideration,  it  is  plain,  moved  from  Frances  Elliott,  not  from  the 
trustees.  She,  for  her  life,  was  constituted  the  owner,  and,  as  such,  was 
to  pay  the  stipulated  rent,  and  improve  the  property.  In  so  many 
words,  of  course,  this  is  not  said  ;  for,  if  it  had  been,  there  would  have 
been  no  room  for  controversy.  But  such,  it  appears  to  us,  is  the  neces- 
sary implication  from  the  gift  itself.  What  interest  had  these  trustees, 
that  they  should  pay  or  improve  1  If,  therefore,  there  were  any  value 
in  the  argument,  respecting  trusts  resulting  by  implication  "to  the  party 
from  whom  the  consideration  moves  "  (see  /.  Sdrs.  on  Uses,  ch,  2),  and 
the  clause  respecting  building  or  improvements  be  regarded,  strictly,  as 
a  consideration  for  the  grant,  and  not  rather  as  a  stipulation  or  declar- 
ation merely,  that  argument  could  not  benefit  the  defendant. 

Bat  the  authorities  cited  by  the  Solicitor-General,  and  to  which  we 
have  referred,  appear  to  us  to  be  quite  decisiva  The  rule  is  stated  in 
Saunders,  with  the  reason  on  which  it  is  founded,  thus :  "Where  any 

(2)  Colmore  r.  Tyndall. 
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part  of  the  use  is  limited  from  the  feoffer,  and  the  residue  left  undis-        1852. 
posed  of,  the  express  declaration  in  this  case  is  presumptive  proof,  that    Attobney- 
he  did  not  mean  that  the  grantee  should  have  the  remainder  "  (3).     And     Genebal 
he  adds,  "  Therefore,  if  an  estate  be  granted,  even  for  valuable  consider-       Eyax. 
ation,  to  feoffees,  and  their  I^eirs,  to  the  use  of  them  for  their  lives,  it  Stephen  C.J. 
should  seem  that  the  remainder  of  the  use  will  result  to  the  grantor." 
Now  the  present  is  a  strong  case.     There,  the  feoffees  themselves  had 
the  legal  estate,  and  the  limitation  to  them  for  life,  appears  to  be  incon- 
sistent with  their  previously  created  estate  in  fee.     But,  here,  the  limit- 
ation to  the  two  trustees,  and  their  heirs,  might  have  been  introduced, 
in  order  to  maintain  the  estate  of  Elliot^  in  case  of  their  both  dying  in 
her  life-time.     The  passage  quoted  from  Lord  Bacon,  however,  is  exactly 
to  the  point.     ^*  A  patent  itself  implieth  an  use,"  he  sajs,  '*  if  none  be 
declared."     But  then  he  proceeds  thus,  "  If  the  King  give  lands  by  his 
letters  to  I.  S.,  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of  I.  ^./or  life,  the  King  hath 
the  inheritance  of  the  use,  by  implication  of  the  patent,  and  no  office 
needeth,  for  implication,  out  of  matter  of  record,  amounteth  ever  to 
matter  of  record  "  (4).     So  that,  in  this  case,  on  the  death  of  Frances 
Elliott,  the  Crown  again  became  seized  of  its  former  estate,  and  the 
defendant  is  consequently,  on  the  face  of  these  pleadings,  an  intruder. 

Demurrer  overruled. 
(.3)  I.  Saunders,  5th  ed.,  102,  and  cases  there.       (4)  Bacon,  Stat,  of  Uses,  p.  66. 
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1852.  DOE  dem\  DEYINE  v,  WILSON  jlnd  othebs.  (1) 


JvXy  26,  and 

on  appeal  h^- Ejtcim^^—Qroxjon  grant — Void  for  uncertainty—C  Will,  IV,  No.  16 — EquUablt 

fore  the  Privy         construction  of  statutes — Estoppel — Evidence  —Proof  of  matters  in  pais  to  avoid 

GounciU  Now  apparent  uncertainty  in   description — Alleged  forged    conveyance — Onus   of 

27,  looD.  proof  ^Handwriting  of  deceased  ufitness, 

Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J.  The  plaintiff  claimed  the  land  in  dispute  as  heir  at  law  of  N.  D.,  who  died  in 
mi^,  T  1^30,  about  18  years  before  the  commenoement  of  this  action.  N.  D.  was  in 
*  possession  for  many  years  before  and  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  and  two 
Crown  grants  had  idsued  to  him  in  respect  of  the  said  land,  the  first,  dated 
January,  1794,  of  land  described  as  120  acres,  "  lying  in  the  district  of  Bnlan- 
aming,  and  separated  on  the  north  by  a  road  of  200  feet  wide  from  the  land 
allotted  for  the  maintenance  of  a  school-master ;  to  be  known  as  Burran  Farm, 
without  the  town  of  Sydney"  ;  the  second,  dated  October,  1799,  describing  the 
land  granted  as  90  acres,  *'  lying  in  the  district  of  Bullanaming,  bounded  on  the 
south- wtet  by  Page,  Candells,  Jenkins,  and  Field  Farms,  from  which  it  is  separated 
by  a  road  200  feet  in  width ;  and  on  the  south  by  an  allotment  belonging  to  Samuel 
Burt — ^to  be  known  as  Burran  Farm.*^  The  defendants  relied  on  a  conveyance,  in 
October,  1827,  of  the  said  lands  by  N.  D.  to  B.  R.,  under  whom  they  claimed,  but 
this  the  plaintiff  declared  to  be  a  forgery.  The  witnesses  thereof,  as  well  as  both 
N.  D.  and  B.  R.,  had  died  before  the  trial,  but  proof  of  their  handwriting  was 
given.     The  jury  found  for  the  defendants. 

Held,  on  motion  for  a  new  trial,  that  the  first  grant  was  void  for  uncertainty  of 
description,  and  probably  the  second  also,  unless  it  could  be  shown  that  the  des- 
cription in  the  latter  could  refer  only  to  one  piece  of  land. 

The  said  grants,  although  executed  by  the  Governor  in  his  individual  name,  were 
not  private  conveyances,  but  Crown  grants,  and  as  such  recognised  by  6  Will.  IV, 
No.  1 6,  as  being  as  effective  as  if  issued  in  the  name  of  the  Sovereign.  But  the 
statute  did  not  avoid  the  effect  of  the  uncertainty  in  the  description,  and  oould 
not  be  extended  thus  by  equitable  construction. 

A  grant  might  be  made  certain  by  extrinsic  facts,  referred  to  in  such  grant,  but 
those  in  question  contained  no  such  reference,  beyond  an  intended  future  name. 

The  defendants  were  not  estopped  from  denying  the  validity  of  the  grants  to 
the  person  under  whom  they  claimed,  inasmuch  as  the  invalidity  was  apparent  on 
the  plaintiff's  cose. 

{Per  Dickinson,  J.,  and  Therry,  J.,  the  Chief  Justice  dissentiente.)  A  direction 
to  the  Jury,  that  they  should  decide  whether  the  conveyance  to  B.  R,  was  forged 
or  not,  as  if  B.  R.  were  on  his  trial  for  that  offence,  was  wrong. 

On  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council,  held,  if  there  be  such  a  description  in  a  Crown 
grant,  whether  by  descriptive  words,  or  by  reference  to  matters  in  pais,  or  other- 
wise, as  that  by  evidence  connected  with  such  description,  the  identity  of  the 
lands  granted  is  capable  of  being  established,  the  grant  may  be  good.  The  facts 
that  both  grants  mentioned  some  boundaries,  the  receipt  of  quit  rent  by  the 
Croura,  the  survey  by  N.  D.  and  a  Government  surveyor  in  1822,  were  some 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  May  10,  July  20,  28,  and  29,  August  2, 

December  15,  1852,  and  May  7,  1866. 
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evidence  to  go  to  a  Jury  aa  to  the  identity  of  the  lands,  and  as  to  the  probability         1852. 

that  possession  was  given  by  Government  officers,  at  or  soon  after  the  time  of  the 

grants,  by  which  they  might  be  made  good.  P®^ 

The  Jury  would  have  been  justified  in  presuming  from  the  long  possession  of      Dsvink. 
N.  D.,  not  a  substitutional,  but  a  supplementary  and  confirmatory  grant  by  the  v. 

Crown.  WiLsoy. 

The  ontts  of  proving  the  conveyance  to  B.  R.  was  on  the  defendants,  and  His 
Honoris  direction  thereon  at  the  trial  was  wrong. 

The  admission  in  evidence  of  the  handwriting  of  a  deceased  witness  to  the  con- 
veyance was  wrong,  but  was  right  in  the  case  of  another  witness,  also  deceased, 
who,  on  examination  upon  interrogatories,  had  denied  his  signature  to  the  convey- 
ance (the  handwriting  in  the  latter  case,  however,  being  the  witness'  signature 
taken  during  his  examination). 

New  trial  motion.     The.  facts  in  this  case  are  f ullj  set  out  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  which  was  delivered,  July' 26th,  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  was  an  action  of  Ejectment,  to  recover  a  Juiy  26. 
tract  of  land  comprising  210  acres,  situate  at  Newtown,  in  the  parish 
of  Petersham,  in  the  county  of  Cumberland.  There  were  two  demises, 
one  by  Edward  Be  vine,  and  the  other  by  John  Devine,  but  at  the 
trial,  which  took  place  before  myself  in  March  last,  the  first  demise 
was  abandoned. 

The  plaintiff,  John  Devine,  claimed  the  property,  as  heir-at-law  of 
one  Nicholas  Devine,  who  died  in  this  colony,  in  or  about  the  year 
1830,  eighteen  years  before  the  commencement  of  this  action.  And 
there  was  abundant  evidence  to  establish  the  fact  of  that  heirship. 
Fart  of  such  evidence,  however,  was  taken  under  a  Commission  issued 
by  this  Court,  to  persons  resident  in  Ireland,  to  the  admissibility  of 
which  last-mentioned  evidence,  objections  (not  now  necessary  to  detail) 
were  raised  bv  the  defendant's  counsel.  There  was  abundant  evidence, 
also  to  show  the  continued  possession  in  Nicholas  Devine,  for  a  long 
senes  of  years  immediately  before  his  death,  of  a  house  and  consider- 
able quantity  of  land  adjoining,  called  Burran  Farm,  at  Newtown,  on 
which  some  of  the  defendants  now  reside.  That  possession,  in  fact, 
as  to  the  house  and  some  few  acres  surrounding  it,  was  proved  to 
have  extended  over  a  period  of  twenty  years  or  upwards.  There  was 
great  difficulty  in  showing,  however,  how  far  and  where  the  exact 
boundaries  of  the  farm  extended.  But  the  question  as  to  that  extent 
was  most  material,  because  the  defendants  are  twenty-five  or  more  in 
number,  and  defend  separately  in  respect  of  different  portions  of  the 
land  sued  for. 

Up  to  the  time  of  Nicholas  death  the  property  claimed  was  (except 
as  to  the  portion  near  the  house)  wild  and  uncultivated,  and  the  neigh- 
bourhood, in  general,  was  without  inhabitants.      In  the  course  of 
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1852.        eighteen  years,  the  land  has  become  of  very*  great  value ;  it  has  been 


Dob        highly  improved,  by  parties  who  have  purchased  portions  of  it  from 

dem,        i\mQ  to  time  :  and  mansions  which  have  cost  several  thousand  pounds, 
Devins.  * 

V,  as  was  admitted,  have  been  erected  on  it.    Evidence  was  given  to  show 

Wilson,  ^i^^^^  NicholoB  Bevine  had  cattle  runniog  on  this  land  (that  is  to  say, 
Stephen  C.3,  on  land  called  Burran  Farm),  in  various  directions,  for  many  years* 
and  that  in  the  year  1822,  he  employed  a  government  surveyor  to  go 
over  the  whole  with  him  and  mark  his  boundaries,  which  was  done 
accordingly  (the  witness  said)  from  a  Government  chart.  This,  there* 
fore,  establishes  possession,  to  the  extent  of  these  boundaries,  at  and 
from  that  date.  I  refused  to  receive  evidence  of  a  general  nature, 
offered  to  show  the  supposed  or  understood  boundaries,  or  to  receive 
the  Surveyor's  Field 'Books,  he  being  long  since  dead,  as  proof  of  what 
he  measured.  It  was  proved,  that  all  or  most  of  the  defendants  occu- 
pied land,  within  the  boundaries  gone  over  in  1822  as  aforesaid. 

The  plaintiff  then  gave  in  evidence  two  Crown  Grants  to  Nicholas 
(which  the  defendants  produced,  upon  notice  to  them  in  that  behalf), 
each  being  of  land  to  he  known  as  Burran  Farm ;  in  which,  respec- 
tively, the  description  is  as  follows :  In  the  first,  dated  the  8th 
January,  1794;,  the  land  is  described  as  120  acres,  "^  lying  in  the  district 
of  Bulanaming,  and  separated  on  the  north  by  a  road  200  feet  wide, 
from  the  land  allotted  for  the  maintenance  of  a  schoolmaster ;  to  be 
known  as  Burran  Farm,  without  the  town  of  Sydney."  In  the  second 
Grant,  dated  the  8th  October,  1799,  the  land  is  described  as  90  acres, 
*^  lying  in  the  district  of  Bulanaming,  bounded  on  the  south-west  bj 
Page,  CandelFs,  Jenkins',  and  Field  Farms,  from  which  it  is  separated 
by  a  road  200  feet  in  width ;  and  on  the  south  by  an  allotment 
belonging  to  Samuel  Burt ;  to  be  known  as  Burran  Farm."  The 
district  of  Bulanaming,  it  seems^  is  Ihe  same  as  that  now  called 
Newtown. 

At  the  close  of  this  case,  the  defendants  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  on 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  establish  his  title,  inasmuch 
as  he  claimed  under  grants,  both  of  which  were  void  for  uncertainty. 
The  Attorney- General,  for  tho  plaintiff,  refused  to  be  nonsuited, 
observing  that  the  question  might  be  reserved  for  the  Court  in  Banco. 
The  defendants  then  entered  into  their  case  in  defence,  which  was, 
that  Nicholas  Devine  had  conveyed  the  whole  of  the  land  claimed,  he 
being  at  the  time  a  very  old  m  in,  and  infirm,  and  without  any  relatives 
whatever  in  the  colony,  to  one  Bernard  HocJifoi-f,  with  whom  he  was 
on  terms  of  great  intimacy,  and  who  lived  in  his  house  and  took  care 
of  him.     The  defendant's  counsel  relied  on  this  simply,  as  showing 
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tbe  title  out  of  Devine,  without  deduciDg  any  to  themselves.     It  was        1852. 
Btated,  however  (or,  by  tbe  course  taken  in  the  defence,  it  clearly '       ^ot       ' 

appeared),  that  they  in  fact  all  claimed  under  Rochfort,  cfew. 

Devine. 

To  substantiate  the  defence  of  title  in  that  person,  the  defendants     ,^  ^' 
produced  certain  deeds  of  conveyance,  dated  severally  in  October, 
1827,  all  bearing   (or  purporting  and  appearing  to  bear)  Nicholas  '  ' 

Devine's  signature,  two  being  a  lease  and  release  to  JRochfort,  of  the 
lands  in  question,  by  the  descriptions  contained  in  the  Grants,  and  one 
being  a  lease  for  life  of  the  same,  bearing  date  the  following  day,  from 
Rochfort  to  Devine,  There  was,  moreover,  a  duplicate  of  the  latter 
deed,  similarly  executed.  Each  was  attested  by  three  witnesses,  all  of 
whom,  as  well  as  Devine  and  Rochfort ^  being  dead,  proof  was  given  of 
their  handswriting  respectively.  Kegistered  Memorials  of  these  con- 
veyances, dated  the  SOth  August,  1828,  were  also  put  in  evidence. 

In  reply  to  this  case  (or,  rather,  as  to  great  part  of  his  evidence, 
in  anticipation  of  it),  the  plaintiff  adduced  evidence  to  show  that 
the  several  documents  were  forgeries;  and  that,  if  genuine,  yet 
Devine  was  in  such  a  state  of  imbecility  as  not  to  be  able  to  know 
what  he  was  doing.  The  defendants  called  witnBsses,  and  produced 
documents,  on  the  other  hand,  to  establish  the  fact  of  his  capacity,  and 
intelligence  of  mind,  and  to  rebut  the  imputation  of  forgery,  so  set  up 
against  Rochfort,  On  these  points,  nearly  forty  witnesses  were 
examined,  and  numerous  papers  of  various  kinds  put  in  evidence,  the 
character  and  position  of  Rochfort  were  shown,  and  strongly  com- 
mented on ;  the  state  of  Devine*8  real  or  probable  feelings,  towards  his 
family  at  home,  was  inquired  into;  several  of  his  transactions  were 
traced,  as  far  as  possible,  to  throw  light  on  the  subjects  under  investi- 
gation ;  there  were  witnesses  on  both  sides  as  to  the  handswriting  of 
the  various  persons  whose  names  appeared  to  the  several  deeds ;  every 
available  means,  in  short,  in  a  case  where  most  of  the  principal  actors 
were  dead,  was  resorted  to  on  cither  side  for  eliciting  the  truth,  as  it 
appeared  to  each  to  be.  But  such  questions  are  ever  full  of  difficulty ; 
and  they  were  rendered  in  this  case  unusually  painful,  by  the  mass  of 
conflicting  testimony.  In  the  whole  above  thirty  documents  were 
adduced,  and  sixty  witnesses  examined. 

I  told  the  Jury  that  it  was  for  the  plaintiff,  in  this,  as  in  every  other 
case  of  Ejectment,  to  make  out  his  title ; — that  the  possession  shown  in 
Nicholas  D^vine^  prinid  facie^  was  evidence  of  title  ;  but  that  whether, 
having  reference  to  the  G-rants,  he  had  such  a  title  was  a  question  of 
law  to  be  thereafter  decided.  I  said  that,  as  it  appeared  to  me,  the 
heirship  of  John  Devine  was  established.     I  made  some  remarks  on  the 
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1862.  defence,  and  on  the  answers  to  it  whicK  were  relied  on  bj  the  plaintiff. 

'       jj^jj  And  I  concluded  my  address,  by  requesting  their  answer  to  the  six 

dem.  following  questions,  on  the  first  four  of  which,  I  explained,  the  plain- 

V,  tifp's  case  depended,  the  last  two,  however,  if  answered  in  the  affirma- 

Wilson,  ^j^^^  deciding  the  result  in  favour  of  the  defendants. 

The  following  were  the  questions : — 1.  Is  the  land  in  dispute  claimed 
in  fact  by  the  plaintiff,  under  the  two  grants  of  1794  and  1799  respec- 
tively P  2.  Do  you  believe  that  those  grants  relate  to  the  land  which  in 
fact  was  possessed  by  the  Grantee  ?  3.  Independently  of  the  Grants, 
are  you  satisfied  that  Nieholas  Devine  was  ia  possession,  claiming  the 
fee  of  the  land  in  dispute  in  this  action  ?  4.  Is  John  Devine  (the 
lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  second  demise),  the  said  Grantee^s  heir  at 
law?  5.  Was  the  Conveyance,  or  writing  relied  on  as  a  Conveyance^ 
of  October,  1827,  executed  in  fact  by  the  said  Nicholas  ?  6.  And  was  it 
so  executed,  when  he  was  in  a  state  to  know,  what  he  was  doing  ?  The 
Jury  answered  all  these  questions  in  the  affirmative  ;  and  returned  their 
verdict  for  the  defendants  accordingly. 

A  Notice  of  Motion  for  new  Trial,  according  to  the  practice  of  this 
Court,  was  thereafter  filed  by  the  plaintiff,  in  which  several  grounds 
were  taken,  the  principal  being,  that  improper  evidence  was  received 
as  to  hand- writing,  and  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence.  On  the 
making  of  that  motion,  in  the  last  term,  the  learned  Attorney- General 
was  required  by  us  to  confine  himself  in  the  drst  instance,  to  the  ques- 
tion which  arose  on  his  own  case  ;  namely,  the  invalidity  of  the  title 
adduced  by  the  plaintiff,  inasmuch  as  even  if  there  had  been  no  valid 
conveyance  to  Bernard  Bochforf,  yet  it  was  clear  (as  it  seemed  to  us) 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  unless  the  evidence  at  the  trial 
made  out  such  a  title,  as  would  countervail  the  defendants*  possession. 
And  we  intimated  our  impression,  that  the  grants  to  Nicholas  Deoine 
were  void  for  uncertainty ;  as  the  descriptions  therein,  respectively, 
showed  no  specific  boundaries. 

The  Attorney- General  and  Mr.  Barefoy^  for  the  plaintiff,  then  sub- 
mitted the  several  points  following : — 

First. — That  as  there  was  general  evidence,  showing  possession  in 
Nicholas  of  a  place  called  Burran  Farm,  at  Newtown,  there  was  no 
necessity  to  prove  any  boundaries  at  all.  For  this  position,  they  cited 
Coitingham  v.  King  (2),  Connor  v.  West  (3),  and  Doe  v.  Chinning  (4). 

Secondly. — ^That  the  possession  for  20  years,  which  it  appeared  in 
evidence  that  Nicholas  had  enjoyed  (as  to  at  any  rate  a  portion  of 

(2)  1  Burr.  690.  (3)  5  Burr.  2673.  (4)  7  A.  4&  E.  240. 
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cited  as  to  this  Stokes  v.  Berry  (5),  Stacker  v.  Bemey  (6),  and  Denn  v,         Dqe 
Barnard  (7).  j,^*-^ 

Thirdly. — That,  as  the  house  in  which  Nicholas  lived  for  ahove  w,![!m>n 
twenty  years,  and  the  land  immediately  about  it^  were  during  all  that 
time  known  by  the  name  of  **  Burran  Farm,"  and  as,  some  years 
before  he  died,  be  procured  the  Government  Surveyor  to  measure  his 
boundario9,  which  were  taken  from  the  Government  map  of  surveys, 
and  then  went  round  those  boundaries  with  him,  the  fair  inference  was 
that  the  boundaries  so  measured  were  those  of  (or,  in  othtr  words, 
comprised)  the  land  which  Nicholas  had  always,  from  the  beginning ; 
and  that,  as  they  embraced  the  parcels  now  held  by  the  defendants, 
there  was  a  possession  in  Nicholas  of  the  whole  for  20  years.  Such 
possession,  the  plaintiff  submitted,  together  with  the  Grants^  con- 
stituted a  sufficient  title  in  Nicholas,  to  countervail  the  defendants* 
subsequent  occupation. 

The  learned  counsel  cited  on  this  point,  Doe  v.  Cooke  (8),  and  Doe  v. 
Wet  her  (9). 

Fourthly. — ^They  contended  that  the  Grants  were  private  Convey- 
ances merely,  being  in  the  Governor's  individual  name,  and  that  they 
were  not  vitiated  by  uncertainty  of  description,  if  they  could  be  ren- 
dered certain  by  possession.  The  land,  therefore,  was  well  described 
as  a  place  '^  to  he  known  as  Burran  Farm,"  if  that  name  was  after- 
w  irds  given  to  it.  For  this  they  relied  on  HungerforS^s  case  (10),  and 
2  Shepp,  Touchstone,  2:1:6. 

Fifthly. — But,  if  the  instruments  were  in  effect  Crown  Grants,  the 
plaintiff*s  Counsel  submitted  that  they  were  good,  on  the  rule  that,  if 
by  one  construction  a  Crown  Grant  would  be  avoided,  but  by  another 
it  will  be  made  good,  the  latter  shall  be  adopted.  Priddle  and 
Napper's  case  (11),  and  the  cases  there,  were  cited  on  that  point. 

Sixthly. — That  when  a  Crown  Grant  refers  to  a  certainty,  though 
in  pais  only,  that  reference  will  be  sufficient.  And  for  this  they  cited 
Whistler's  case  (12)  ;  The  Earl  of  Shrewsbury's  ease  (13)  ;  Earl  of 
Cumberland's  case  (14);  Stockdale's  ease  (15);  Flowden,  897;  and 
Vin,  Ah.  Prerogative,  c.  2. 

Seventhly. — ^The  learned  counsel  maintained  that,  if  the  Grants  were 
void  by  the  law  of  England,  such  law  could  not  be  adjudged  applicable 
to  this  Colony,  according  to  the  Statute  9  Oreo.  IV,  c.  83,  sec.  24. 

(5)  2  Salk.  421.  (6)  1  Ld.  Ray.  741.  (7)  2  Cowp.  595.  (8)  7  Bing.  346. 
(9)  1  A.  &  E.  110.  (10)  1  Leonard  30.  (U)  11  Rep.  8.  (12)  10  Rep.  65. 
(13)  9  Rep.  46  6.        (14)  8  Rep.  166  h.         (15)  12  Rep.  86. 
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1852.  Eightfhlj. — But,  if  that  law  be  applicable,  tben  that  the  G-rants  were 


Doe        a*  «^11  events  rendered  good,  by  the  Local  Act,  6  Will.  IV,  No.  16, 

dem.        intituled,  "  An  Act  to  reznore  doubts  concerninfi:  the  validity  of  G-ranhi 
Devine  '  . 

V,  of  Land  in  New  South  Wales.*'    It  was  submitted,  that  these  iastru- 

iLsoy.  jjjjgn^jg  Qj^iy  ^ij^  effect)  began  to  operate,  and  had  validity,  on  and  from 
Stephen  C.J.  ^]jj^^  ^^^y .  |J^^  ^j^j^^^  j^g  i]^qj  ff^^j^  ^^^^  ascertained  and  occupied  boun- 
daries on  which  to  operate,  and  an  acquired  and  settled  name,  nothing 
was  at  that  time  uncertain ;  and  so  the  Grants  became  valid,  even  if 
previously  not  so.  And  it  was  contended  that,  since  the  said  Act  was 
passed  to  confer  validity  on  all  then  existing  Grant?,  the  enactment 
(although  it  referred  only  to  one  defect  specifically)  ought  to  be 
extended  by  equitable  constructiotf,  to  cover  any  other,  although  a 
different,  blemish.  For  this  last  point  was  cited  Dwarris  on  Statutes, 
p.  G17. 

Ninthly. — It  was  insisted  that,  at  all  events,  the  second  Grant  was 
sufficiently  certain. 

Tenthly. — The  learned  counsel  observed  that  there  was  nothing  in 
the  evidence  to  show  that  Nicholas  Devine  ever  had  in  his  possession, 
or  saw  or  knew  of  these  Grants,  and  that  the  Jury  had  found,  as  a  fact, 
that  he  claimed  the  land  independently  of  the  Grants.  But  they  con- 
tended, that  even  if  the  Grants  were  bad,  and  if  the  possession  of 
Devine  was  referable  to  them,  yet  his  possession  was  nevertheless 
good,  as  being  prior  to  the  defendants*  occupation.  For  this  was  cited 
Doe  V,  Dyhall  (16). 

Eleventhly. — They  submitted  that  no  question  of  boundary  can  be 
raised,  in  any  case,  in  an  action  of  Ejectment.  On  this  point,  Doe  v. 
Wilson  (17)  was  referred  to. 

Twelfthly. — But  the  point  most  relied  on  for  the  plaintiff,  and  to 
which  we  have  thought  it  right,  from  the  earnest  zeal  with  which 
it  was  argued,  and  the  important  (though  technical)  principles  which 
it  involves,  to  devote  no  small  portion  of  our  time,  was  the  following. 
The  plaintiff's  Counsel  urged,  that  even  if  the  Crown  Grants  were  void 
for  uncertainty,  yet,  as  it  appeared  that  the  several  defendants  claim 
under  Nicholas  Devine,  the  grantee,  they  are  estopped  from  taking 
advantage  of  the  defect.  The  following  cases  and  authorities  were 
cited  on  this  point.  Doe  v.  Stone  (18)  ;  Smithes  L.O.,  435,  457  ; 
Bensley  v.  Burden  (19)  ;  FarJcer  v.  Manning  (20)  ;  Jackson  ©.  Ayres 
(21) ;  1  Qreenl.  on  Ev,  s.  22 ;  Johnson  v,  Mason  (22) ;  Bees  v,  Lloyd  (23) ; 

(16)  3  C.  &  P.,  610.  (17)  2  Starkie  R.,  477.  (18)  10  Jur.  480.  (19)  2  Sim.  k 
Stn.  524.  (20)  7  T.R.  637.  (21)  14  Johnson's  N.Y.  Rep.  224,  cited  from  1  New 
Vork  Analytical  Digest,  tit  Estoppel,     (22)  1  Esp.  91.     (23)  1  Wight  130. 
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Doe  V.  .Powell  (26)  ;  and  1  Sdrs,  Fl,  andEv,  66 — citing  Doe  v,  Francis         Doe 
(27)  ;  Oooper  v.  Blandy  (28)  ;  and  Fleming  v.  Gooding  (29).  D^ne 


V, 


We  have  fully  considered  and  discusaed  the' several  topics,  and      Wilson. 
arguments,  which  I  have  thus  enumerated ;  and  have  referred  to,  and  Stephen  C.J. 
considered,  the  numerous  authorities  cited,  and  we  now  proceed  to 
give  our  opinion  on  the  several  points,  each  in  its  order. 

With  respect  to  the  first  point  which  was  made,  the  cases  cited  do 
not  appear  to  us  to  bear  upon  it.  Por  the  only  question  in  those 
cases  was,  whether  there  was  such  an  uncertainty  on  the  face  of  the 
Secord,  as  would  warrant  an  Arrest  of  Judgment.  It  must  be  obvious, 
on  principle,  that  whenever  the  plaintifE  in  an  Ejectment  claims  a  title 
to  land,  he  must  prove  a  title  to  so  much  as  shall,  at  the  least,  com- 
prehend that  which  he  does  so  claim.  We  do  not  exactly  see,  how  far 
the  point  contended  for  is  material  to  the  question  so  decided ;  but, 
be  its  value  what  it  may,  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  in  general  neces- 
sary, in  Ejectment,  to  prove  (incidentally  at  least)  the  boundaries  of 
the  land  sued  for.  Where  there  is  only  one  defendant,  who  defends 
the  possession  of  the  whole,  the  precise  extent  or  quantity  claimed 
may  not  be  material ;  and  the  Sheriff,  in  such  cases,  will  probably  put 
the  plaintiff  into  possession,  upon  an  habere,  by  boundaries  to  be 
then  pointed  out  to  him.  But  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  there 
are  many  defendants,  each  answering  only  in  respect  of  that  portion 
of  land,  which  he  separately  claims,  the  question  of  boundaries  is  one 
which,  as  it  seems  to  us,  clearly  cannot  be  excluded. 

On  the  second  and  third  points  we  concede  readily  that  possession 
for  20  years,  or  for  so  many  hours,  is,  per  se  good  evidence  of  a 
seisin  in  fee.  That  point  is  abundantly  proved  by  Peaceable  v,  Watson 
(30),  and  many  other  cases.  The  possession  of  Nicholas,  therefore, 
by  itself,  would  have  been  sufficient  to  prevail  over  the  posterior 
possession  of  the  defendants,  even  if  of  18  years'  continuance.  The 
cases  cited  establish  this  distinctly.  Moreover,  on  principle,  the 
law  must  be  as  contended.  Eor,  as  any  possession,  however  short  in 
duration,  is  some  evidence  primd  facie  of  a  legal  title  in  fee,  and  as, 
up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  Nicholas  Devine  had  possession  (we  are 
not  now  considering  to  what  extent,  or  whether  this  primd  facie 
evidence  was  or  not  eventually  overthrown),  he  appeared  to  have  at 
that  time  such  a  title.     But  the  law  presumes  the  continuance  of 

(24)  7  A.  &R,  157.     (25)  2  A.  &  E.  17.    (26)  1  A.  &  E.  531.    (27)  4  M.  &  W:  331. 
(28)  1  Bing.  N.C.  45.       (29)  10  Bing.  549.      (30)  4  Taunt  16. 
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1862.        thiogs,  shown  at  a  particular  time  to  have  existed,  until  some  evidence 

Doe        is  adduced  of  a  cliange  in  them.    la  the  absence,  therefore,  of  any 

jf^*^'        evidence  showing  a  conveyance  from  NickolM  to  some  other  person, 

V.  the  fee  would  be  presumed  to  have  descended  to  his  heir  ;  and  the 

^"^^'      possession    of    the    defendants,   consequently,  would  be  considered 

Stt^n  C. J.  tortious,  since  a  title  in  ejectment  is  not  barred  by  the  Statute  of 

Limitations,  by  any  possession  less  than  twenty  years.     All  this,  how- 

ever,  leaves  the  question  as  to  the  grants  untouched. 

•  As  to  the  fourth  and  fifth  points.  We  think  it  impossible  to  regard 
the  instruments  in  question,  as  any  other  than  Crown  grants.  The  Act 
of  6  William  TV,  clearly  recognises  all  such  instruments,  in  effect,  as 
Crown  grants,  but  informal  only.  The  land  purported  to  be  conveyed 
is  Crown  land  ;  the  Q-overnor  is  described,  as  acting  in  that  capacity ; 
and  the  seal  affixed,  is  the  public  seal  of  the  Colony.  Assuming  the 
two  instruments  produced,  then,  to  be  Crown  grants,  or  instruments 
subject  to  the  same  rules  of  constructions,  and  that  they  do  not 
describe  the  properties  with  sufficient  certainty,  HungerfortTs  case  (31) 
is  decisive  that  they  are  wholly  void ;  although,  had  they  been  con- 
veyances from  a  private  person,  the  uncertainty  might  have  been  aided, 
by  the  grantee's  selecting  the  parcels  from  the  grantor's  land  for  him- 
self. That  the  place  was  not  well  described,  as  a  place  "  to  be  known 
as  Burran  Farm  "  (although  that  name  was  afterwards  given  to  it), 
appears  to  us  to  be  shown  by  the  passage  in  Sheppard's  Touehtfone, 
cited  in  support  of  the  contrary  proposition  The  following  is  the 
passage — '*  Anything  may  be  granted,  by  the  name  whereby  it  is  and 
hath  been  usually  called  of  latter  times,  within  nine  or  ten  yean  or 
thereabouts  ;  albeit  it  be  an  improper  name,  and  not  the  ancient  name 
of  the  things,  but  a  name  newly  gotten.  Even  a  short  period  will 
suffice,  if  the  name  be  fixed ;  as  if  a  man  grant  all  that  close  called  A, 
which  is  intended  and  agreed  shall  be  tkeneeforih  called  B ;  and  the 
next  day  he  further  grants  all  that  close  called  B,  the  close  would 
certainly  pass."  Tnat  is  to  say,  although  the  shortest  period  will 
suffice,  yet  the  name  must  be  actually  in  existence  before  the  grant,  or 
it  would  not  be  sufficient. 

We  agree,  that  where  two  constructions  of  a  grant  are  possible,  the 
one  which  will  sustain  it  shall  be  adopted.  But  we  really  cannot  see 
how  more  than  one  construction,  can  be  put  on  the  words  of  either 
grant  here.  We  can  imagine  no  construction,  in  either  case,  which 
could  alter  the  description  of  the  property  supposed  to  be  conveyed. 

(31)  1  Leonard,  80. 
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In  like  manner,  on  tbe  sixth  point  taken,  we  agree  that,  when  a  grant  18^. 

maj  be  made  certain  by  the  consideration  of  eztrinsic  facts  referred  5oe 

to  in  such  grant,  the  instrument  will  be  sustained.     But  in  neither  of  J*^"*" 

the  grants,  in  this  case,  is  there  any  reference  to  such  extrinsic  facts,  v, 

as  would  assist  us  in  construing  the  instrument.     Beyond  the  reference  W^^^*^- 

to  an  intended  future  name,  there  is  nothing.  Stephen  C.J. 

The  next  point  is  the  seventh.  We  can  discover  no  ground  for 
holding,  that  this  portion  of  English  law  is  not  applicable  to  this  Colony. 
It  is  no  matter  of  local  concernment,  or  of  mere  fiscal  regulation. 
-N'either  is  the  rule  simply  technical,  however  harshly  it  may  operate 
in  particular  instances.  We  can  conceive  few  things  more  beneficial, 
or  more  strikingly  applicable  to  a  new  and  thinly-peopled  country,  that 
a  rule  which  so  much  conduces  to  the  safe  acquisition  of  its  lands,  a 
rule  which  requires  all  grants  of  them,  to  indicate  with  such  par- 
ticularity the  tracts  and  quantities  intended  to  be  conveyed,  that  each 
settler  may  certainly  know  his  own ;  and  that  the  infant  common- 
wealth may  not  be  agitated,  by  vexatious  law-suits  about  disputed 
property. 

As  to  the  eighth  point.  All  that  the  local  Act  accomplished  is  this, 
that  it  rendered  grants  of  land,  erroneously  issued  by  the  Governors 
of  this  Colony  in  their  own  names,  as  yalid  as  if  they  had  been  issued 
in  the  name  of  the  reigning  Sovereign.  But,  for  the  reasons  before 
stated,  if  these  grants  had  been  originally  made  in  the  Sovereign's 
name,  they  would  have  been  (or,  at  all  events,  the^r*^  of  them  would 
have  been)  invalid  for  uncertainty.  The  Act  of  Council,  therefore,  did 
not  render  them  less  invalid.  The  argument  as  to  an  acquired  vitality, 
from  the  date  only  of  that  Act,  however  ingenious,  is  clearly  untenable. 
Such  a  construction,  applied  to  all  cases,  would  throw  half  the  titles  of 
the  Colony  into  conf  usion. 

We  have  less  difficulty,  if  possible  with  respect  to  the  suggested 
equitable  construction  of  the  enactment.  The  observations  in  pages 
C26  and  630  of  JDioarris  are  conclusive  to  show  that  Courts  of  Law,  at 
this  day,  exhibit  much  commendable  caution  on  this  head.  And  we 
conceive  that  they  will  always  act  more  safely,  to  say  the  least,  by 
adhering  to  the  maxim  ''  JExpressio  unius  est  excltuio  alteriusy^  than  by 
following  the  decision  on  the  Statute  Circumspect e  agatU^  mentioned  in 
Bacon's  Abridgment,  The  law  there  (Statute,  I.  6),  is  thus  laid  down. 
"The  words  of  the  Statute,  13  Edw.  I,  are,  Circumspecte  agatis  de 
negotiis  tangentibus  JEpiscopum  Norvicensem,  Yet  this  Statute,  although 
only  the  Bishop  of  Norwich  is  mentioned,  has  been  always  extended 
by  an  equitable  construction  to  other  Bishops."    Whatever  force  there 
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1852.        may  be  in  that  authoritj,  we  do  not  in  this  matter  feel  at  all  pressed  b j 


Doe        ^^-     ^o  adopt  the  proposed  constraction,  would  be  to  make  an  entirely 

dem.        j^g^  enactment,  and  to  extend  the  law,  not  only  to  a  case  unprovided 

V,  for,  but  to  one  for  which  we  cannot  say  that  the  Legislature  meant  to 

iLsoy.     provide.     We  should  not  simply  apply  a  remedy,  to  a  case  within  the 

Stephen  C.J.  game  mischief,  but  to  a  new  and  different  kind  of  mischief,  which  at 

the  time  probably  was  never  thought  of. 

"We  now  come  to  the  ninth  point,  which,  it  will  be  observed,  affects 
the  second  grant  only.     We  strongly  incline  to  think,  that  no  one 
piece  of  land  could  be  selected,  which  would  exclusively  correspond 
with  the  description  in  that  grant.     We  have,  however,  no  judicial 
knowledge  of  the  art  of  land  surveying,  and  there  was  no  evidence  as 
to  the  possible  effect  of  that  description.    Two  lines,  however,  are 
given,  and  a  district  is  mentioned,  and  a  stated  number  of  acres.     It 
is  quite  possible,  therefore,  for  anything  we  see  to  the  contrary,  that 
this  quantity,  having  regard  to  the  district,  and  the  two  defined  boun- 
daries could  only  be  measured  one  way.     If  so,  this  second  grant 
would  be  good.    To  determine  that  question,  a  new  trial  would  be 
necessary.     But,  before  sending  the  case  down  for  the  decision  of  that 
point  alone,  the  defendants  whom  it  might  affect  will  be  entitled  to 
call  on  the  plaintiff  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  the  verdict  was  wrong,  in 
respect  of  the  finding  for  them  upon  the  merits. 

With  respect  to  the  tenth  point,  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence  on  my 
notes  that  the  grants  in  question  were,  in  point  of  fact,  in  Nicholas 
Devine^s  possession,  and  relied  on  by  him  as  constituting  hio  title.  In 
the  first  place,  he  procured  the  Q-overnment  Surveyor  to  measure  his 
boundaries,  which  was  done  from  the  Q-overnment  descriptions,  Detine 
walking  round  the  boundaries  with  him.  What  descriptions  were 
these  likely  to  have  been,  but  those  contained  in  the  Crown  grants, 
aided,  probably,  by  the  G-overnment  maps?  Such,  indeed,  was  the 
exact  assertion  of  the  plaintiff  by  his  counsel,  at  the  trial.  Secondly, 
the  plaintiff's  witness,  Michael  'ELenry  (called  on  the  first  day)  declared 
that,  in  the  year  1821,  Divine  showed  him  his  grants.  Thirdly,  the 
Jury  have  found  that  Decine  executed  the  conveyance  of  1827,  to 
Bernard  Rochfort ;  and  in  that  conveyance  both  the  grants  are  recited. 
It  is  certain  that  they  existed,  and  had  been  by  some  means  procured 
by  Bochfort,  as  forming  part  of  his  title,  in  or  prior  to  the  year  1828 
(that  is,  in  Devines  lifetime),  because  that  conveyance  was  registered 
in  August  in  that  year.  There  can  be  no  ground  for  doubt,  therefore, 
^  that  Nicholas  Devine^s  possession  was  referable  to  these  grants,  under 

which,  in  fact,  as  the  Jury  have  found,  the  land  in  dispute  was  claimed 
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by  his  heir.  And  it  seems  clear  to  me  that  such  in  truth  was  the  18S2. 
meaning  of  the  Jury,  in  their  answers  to  the  third  and  second  questions  poa 
put  to  them.  The  Jury  thereby  signified,  respectively,  that,  indepen-  J^»** 
dently  of  (that  is,  without  looking  at)  the  grants,  they  were  satisfied  v, 

that  Nicholas  Devine  was  in  possession,  claiming  the  fee  ;  and,  secondly,  ii^o^-. 
that  those  grants  related  to  the  land,  so  in  his  possession.  No  other  ^^^P^^  ^*  J* 
conclusion  can  be  drawn,  without  stultifying  the  answers  themselves, 
and  doing  violence  to  the  language  used.  The  Jury  do  not  say  that 
Devine  was  in  possession  or  claimed,  independently  of  the  grants,  but 
that  they  (the  Jury)  were  satisfied,  independently  of  the  grants.  And 
it  is  inconceivable  that  they  should  have  said  the  heir  claimed  under 
those  grants,  and  that  the  grants  in  fact  related  to  the  land  claimed, 
and  which  Nicholas  possessed,  and  that,  moreover,  the  same  Nicholas 
transferred  that  land  by  a  conveyance,  which  recited  those  grants  aA 
forming  his  title,  and  yet  have  meant  to  say,  at  the  same  time,  that 
they  were  satisfied  Nicholas  nevertheless  claimed,  irrespective  or 
independently  of  the  same  grants. 

The  possession,  under  such  circumstances,  was  clearly  valueless. 
Nicholas's  possession  in  itself,  afforded  presumptive  evidence  (as  we 
have  already  observed)  of  a  seizin  in  foe.  But  such  a  title  can  only 
be,  as  we  judicially  know,  in  these  colonies,  by  grant  from  the  Crown. 
It  being  shown,  however,  that  the  possession  was  referable  to,  and 
only  supported  by,  two  such  grants,  of  which  one  clearly  is,  and  the 
other  may  eventually  turn  out  to  be,  void  for  uncertainty,  it  is  now 
manifest  that  (as  to  120  acres,  at  any  rate,  of  the  land,  if  not  as  to  the 
whole),  the  said  Nicholas  had  not,  at  any  time,  such  an  estate  as  was 
inheritable  by  the  plaintiff.  He  cannot,  therefore,  by  reason  of  his 
ancestor's  prior  possession,  merely  prevail  over  the  defendant's  present, 
though  posterior  possession.  This  point  (which,  indeed,  is  a  cardinal 
one  in  ejectment)  we  consider  to  be  proved  by  the  cases  of  Loe  v. 
Barber  (32) ;  Doe  v.  Fike  (33)  ;  and  Doe  v.  Barnard  (M),  In  this 
action,  as  every  text-book  shows,  the  plaintiff  must  establish  a  legal 
title  ;  and  a  familiar  instance  i^  that  a  plaintiff  may  be  defeated,  though 
in  possession  as  owner,  by  the  defendant's  setting  up  an  outstanding 
term  in  a  third  person.  As  to  Doe  v.  Dyhall  (35),  which  was  cited  on 
this  point,  it  is  no  authority  to  ghow  that  a  title,  apparently  good  by 
possession,  may  not  be  defeated  by  proof  of  its  having  been  enjoyed, 
in  fact,  under  an  invalid  grant.  The  effect  of  the  case  is  simply  this, 
that  a  person  who  is  evicted,  and  who,  without  acquiescence,  proceeds 
forthwith  against  the  trespasser,  is  not  obliged  to  prove  his  title.    And 

(32)  2  T.R.  749.   (33)  3  6.  &  Ad.  738.    (34)  13  Jar.  917.    (35)  3  C.  &  P.  610. 


^^  SUPREME   COURT   CASES. 

1852.        this  is  in  accordance  with  what  was  said  bj  Lord  DenmaUy  in  Browne 


Dob        v.  Dawson  (36),  to  the  effect  that  a  mere  trespaoeer  cannot  immediatelj, 

T^^*        ai^d  without  acquiescence  by  the  party  ejected,  gire  himself  what  tbe 

v.  law  calls  possession. 

WnsoiT. 

StephenCJ.       The  eleventh  point  is  substantially  tbe  same  as  the  first,  and  has 
already  been  disposed  of. 

The  only  point  now  remaining  is  the  twelfth,  which  raised  the 
question  of  estoppel.  Now  as  to  this  we  remark,  in  the  first  place, 
that,  although  it  is  said  generally  that  a  person  claiming  title  under 
another  is  estopped  to  deny  his  title,  yet  it  will  be  found,  on  reference 
to  all  the  cases,  that  the^  estoppel  arises  not  from  the  claimj  but  from 
the  enjoyment  of  title.  An  estoppel  is  thus  defined  in  Co.  Lit.  352a : — 
'*  Estoppel  is  called  so,  because  a  man*s  own  act  or  acceptance 
atoppeth,  or  closeth  up  his  mouth,  to  allege  or  plead  the  truth."  The 
plainti£E*s  o^vn  case  here  is,  however,  that  nothing  passed  from  Devine 
to  Rochforf,  by  reason  of  the  latter's  forgery  or  fraud.  But  if  that  be 
so,  then  Rochfort  neither  accepted  nor  had  anything  from  Devine. 
For  the  same  reason,  Rochfort  did  no  act,  which  induced  Devine  to 
alter  his  position,  which  is  the  kind  of  act  that  induces  an  estoppel. 
Pickard  v.  Sears  (37).  The  case,  therefore,  stands  thus  : — If  nothing 
passed  by  the  deeds  of  1827,  then  Rochfort  was  not  subject  to  the 
estoppel  contended  for,  according  to  the  definition  of  Lord  Coke.  If, 
on  the  other  hand,  Rochfort  was  innocent  of  the  frauds  alleged,  then 
the  plaintiff's  case  is  at  an  end,  for  the  deeds  in  question  passed  the 
estate  away.  If  Rochfort  was  guilty,  the  conveyance  was  void,  and 
so,  Nicholas''s  position  was  unaltered,  and  no  estoppel  arose.  To 
dispose  of  this  question  of  estoppel,  therefore,  it  is  necessary  to  assume 
that  the  transfer  really  took  place ;  so  that  Rochfort  accepted  Devine  s 
title,  and  thereby  became  privy  in  estate  with  him.  He  might  then 
have  been  estopped  (if,  in  such  a  state  of  things,  any  question  of 
estoppel  could  arise),  from  pleading  uncertainty  of  the  grants,  or 
proving  it  by  evidence,  supposing  the  plaintiff  to  have  made  out  a 
prima  facie  case,  on  the  pleadings,  or  in  proof  without  showing  them. 
But  he  would  not  be  estopped,  from  questioning  the  validity  in  law  of 
those  grants,  if  the  plaintiff  himself  disclosed  them. 

If  A  makes  a  lease  to  B.  for  years,  and  declares  against  B  for  non- 
payment of  rent,  the  latter  cannot  plead  by  way  of  confession  and 
avoidance  that  A  nil  hahuit  in  tenementis.  But,  if  A  assigns  the 
reversion  to  C,  who,  in  declaring  against  B  for  after  accruing  rent,  is 

(36)  A.  &  £.,  629.        j(37)  6  A.&  E.  474. 
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obliged  to  allege  tbat  ^'  A  was  eeized  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee/'  B  maj  1S52. 
traverse  that  allegation,  although  that  virtually  is  a  traverse  of  A  5oe 
having  anything  in  the  premises,  when  he  demised.  Garvick  v,  jf^^' 
Blagra^e  (38).     Again,  it  is  laid  down  in  Oo.  Lit,  ^^2  b,  thus: —  r. 

"When  the  verity  is  apparent  in  the  same  record,  then  the  adverse  "^^^^^• 
party  shall  not  be  estopped,  to  take  advantage  of  the  truth;  for  he  '^^«/*^«»C-J 
cannot  be  estopped  to  allege  the  truth,  when  the  truth  appeareth  of 
record.  An  impropriation  is  made,  after  the  death  of  an  incumbent, 
to  a  Bishop  and  his  successors.  The  Bishop,  by  indenture,  demises  the 
parsonage  for  forty  years,  to  begin  after  the  death  of  the  incumbent. 
The  Dean  and  Chapter  confirm  it.  The  incumbent  dieth.  This 
demise  shall  not  conclude  ;  for  that  it  appeareth  that  he  had  nothing 
in  the  impropriation,  till  after  the  death  of  the  incumbent."  This 
passage  from  Lord  Coke,  and  the  decision  in  CarvicJc  v,  Blagrave, 
respectively  (showing  that  a  tenant  may  demur  in  law,  where  his 
landlord  in  pleading  discloses,  himself,  that  he  had  no  title  when  he 
demised,  or  may  traverse  an  allegation  necessarily  made  in  the  declara- 
tion, to  the  effect  that  he  had  such  an  interest)  are  conclusive  to  show, 
that  the  estoppel  "  to  allege  or  plead  the  truth  "  can  only  arise,  when 
the  party  has  made  out  a  good  case,  without  necessarily  disclosing  the 
defect ;  in  which  event  the  opponent  cannot  affirmatively  set  it  forth. 

The  case  of  Manning  v,  Parker  (39),  we  think  clearly  distinguishable 
from  CarvicJc  v.  Blagrave.  In  the  former  case  the  plaintiff  was 
assignee  of  a  bankrupt,  and  standing  in  his  shoes,  vindicated  the 
cause  of  action  which  accrued  to  the  bankrupt  lessor.  In  the  latter 
case,  the  plaintiff  was  an  assignee  of  the  reversion,  suing  under  the 
statute  32  Hen.  YIII,  for  a  cause  of  action  which  never  accrued  to 
the  original  lessor,  and  in  which  it  was  necessary  to  show,  that  the 
lessor  had  an  estate,  whereof  the  reversion  could  be  assigned  under 
the  statute. 

Assuming,  therefore,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  that,  upon  the 
plaintiff's  making  out  a  good  primd  facie  case,  (by  proving  the  posses- 
sion of  Nicholas,  his  death,  and  Jbhn^s  heirship  to  him,)  the  defend- 
ants would  have  been  estopped  from  producing  the  grants,  and 
showing  the  uncertainty  therein,  yet  they  were  not  estopped  from 
objecting  to  those  grants,  when  produced  as  part  of  his  case  by  the 
plaintiff  himself. 

As  we  have  already  observed,  Bernard  Bochfort  could  only  be 
estopped  by  the  deeds  of  1827,  on  the  supposition  that  they  were 

(38)  B.  &  B.  531.      .  (39)  7  T.R:  687. 
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1862.        executed  by  Devine,  and  not  void  by  fraud.    And  for  this  there  is  the 


Dob         additional  reason,  that  there  can  be  no  estoppel  without  tnutualit^^  or, 
Dbvinb      ^^  other  words,  estoppels  must  be  reciprocal.     Co,  Lit.  352a;  and 
V.  Oaunt  V.  Wainman  (40).     If  those  deeds  were  never  executed   by 

Devine,  or  were  not  binding  on  him,  he  was  bound  by  no  estoppel, 
Stephen  C.J.  ^^^^  therefore,  neither  could  Bochfort  be  so  bound.     But  the  defend- 
ants in  this  action  could  not  be  bound,  if  he  under  whom  they  claim 
was  not. 

The  American  case  of  Dean  v.  Cornell,  indeed,  cited  from  1.  Oreenl. 
on  £v.y  note  to  s.  23,  and  another  similar  case  cited  from  the  New 
York  Analytical  Digest ,  ^vould  seem  to  carry  the  doctrine  of  Estoppels 
farther.  In  the  former  case,  the  recital  in  a  father's  will,  that  he  had 
conveyed  a  certain  estate,  was  held  to  estop  the  heir  from  denying 
that  allegation,  although  he  himself  took  nothing  by  the  will,  nor  in 
any  manner  claimed  under  it,  and  although  the  adverse  party  claiming 
under  the  conveyance  recited,  was  equally  a  stranger  to  the  will,  and 
claimed  nothing  by  it.  We  must  with  all  respect  say,  that  an  estoppel 
seems  hardly  to  have  arisen  in  that  case.  The  recital  by  the  father,  no 
doubt,  was  admissible  in  evidence,  as  a  declaration  by  a  person,  the 
apparent  owner  of  property,  against  his  own  interest,  and  so  after  his 
death,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  other  testimony,  was  sufficient  to 
establish  against  the  heir  the  conveyance  relied  on.  Ivat  v.  Finch 
(41).  In  this  vie  w,  the  case  has  no  bearing  on  the  j)oiut  in  discussion. 
And,  with  respect  to  the  New  York  citation,  of  Jackson  v,  Ayres^  a 
marginal  annotation  merely,  it  is  much  too  loose  and  incomplete,  to 
justify  us  in  permitting  it  to  repel,  or  affect,  the  current  of  received 
English  authorities,  to  which  (if  bearing  the  construction  attributed 
to  it)  the  dictum  is  clearly  opposed. 

But  neither  of  those  cases,  be  their  authority  what  it  mav,  touches 
the  main  point  in  the  present,  that  the  invalidity  here  is  not,  io 
effect,  set  up  by  the  defendants,  but  arises,  in  fact,  on  the  plaintiff's 
own  case.  The  defendants,  therefore,  as  was  well  remarked  by  their 
counsel,  have  done  no  more  than  draw  the  attention  of  the  Court  to 
a  point  of  law.  1  he  passage  cited  from  Sdrs,  on  JPl,  and  Ev.  (ed.  by 
Lush)^  p.  6G,  certainly  goes  the  length  of  saying  that  an  estoppel 
holds,  even  with  respect  to  facts  so  disclosed.  We  have,  however, 
examined  the  authorities,  and  they  do  not,  in  our  opinion,  support  the 
position  in  the  text.  And  if  it  be  said,  that  the  Grants  here  were  pro- 
duced inadvertently,  or  not  as  necessary  to  the  case,  we  dissent  entirely 
from  any  such  supposition.    They  were  produced,  as  confirmatory  of 

[(40)  3  Bing.  N.a  69.         (41)  1  Tanai  141. 
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WiMoy. 
Stephen  C.  J. 


thought,)  that  seizin  in  fee,  which  the  fact  of  possession  showed  pre-         dob 
sumptively  only.  dem. 

It  may  further  be  questioned,  whether  the  estoppel  relied  on  in  this 
cage  is  not  defeated,  by  the  rule  which  excluded  estoppels,  tohere  the 
truth  appears  hy  the  same  instrument.  JRochfort^  and  those  who  claim 
under  him,  are  (as  we  have  here  decided)  either  estopped  by  the  con- 
veyance of  1827,  or  not  at  all.  But,  in  that  instrument,  the  only  title 
recited  or  alleged  in  Devine  is,  not  of  a  fee,  in  general  terms,  but,  that 
title  which  the  two  grants  gave  him,  and  possession  under  them.  And 
those  instruments,  being  then  set  out  in  full,  disclose  of  course  on 
their  face  the  exact  invalidity  now  in  question. 

After  further  argument  upon  the  merits  of  the  new  trial  motion, 
judgment  was  reserved.  On  December  14,  their  Honors  gave  judg- 
ment separately,  as  follows  (42). 

The  Chief  JusxipB  was  of  opinion  that  a  new  trial  should  be 
refused  on  all  the  points. 

DiCKiNsoy,  J.,  held  there  should  be  a  new  trial  upon  two  grounds, 
viz.,  the  misdirection  of  the  Chief  Justice,  in  telling  the  Jury  that  they 
were  to  deal  with  the  question  of  forgery  as  if  Bochfort  was  really  on 
his  trial  for  that  offence,  and  the  fact  of  His  Honor  having  allowed  a 
certain  paper  to  go  before  the  Jury  for  comparison  of  handwriting. 

Theert,  J.,  thought  there  should  be  a  new  trial  upon  the  first  of 
these  two  grounds,  but  not  upon  the  second. 

The  Court  therefore  held  that  there  must  be  a  new  trial,  but  that  as 
the  fir  st  grant  had  been  held  void  for  uncertainty,  the  second  grant  would 
be  equally  so,  unless  it  could  be  rendered  certain  by  admeasurement. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  whose  lands  were  included  in  the  first 
grant,  with  costs  up  to  the  first  decision  of  the  Court  (July  26),  on  the 
validity  of  the  grants.  The  costs  of  the  trial,  so  far  as  respects  the 
defendants  whose  lands  were  included  in  the  second  grant,  and  the 
costs  of  the  second  argument  (on  the  merits),  to  abide  the  event  of  the 
second  trial. 

The  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  Privy  Council  upon  the  whole  case, 
without  going  to  the  second  trial. 

Present :  The  Eight  Hon.  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  the  Eight       p  . , 
Hon.  T.  Pemberton  Leigh,  the  Eight  Hon.  Sir  John  Patterson,  the      Council. 


Eight  Hon.  Sir  W.  H.  Maule,  the  Eight  Hon.  Sir  E.  Bifan,  ^  Nov.  1855. 

(42)  Very  briefly  reported,  Sidney  Morning  Serald,  Dec.  16, 1852. 
3i. 


738 


SUPREME   COURT   CASES. 


IS55. 


Doe 

dem. 

Dkyine 

V. 

WiLaoy. 

Privy 

Counril. 


Sir  John  Fattsbsok.  This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  to  reooyer 
the  poseession  of  210  acres  of  land,  upon  which  many  houses  had  been 
built  in  the  last  fifteen  years,  and  which  had  become  a  very  valuable 
property.  The  plaintiff  claimed  as  beir-at-law  of  one  Niekoltu  Devine, 
who  died  in  1S30.  At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case  the  defendants' 
counsel  applied  for  a  nonsuit,  but  the  plaintiff's  counsel  refusing  to  be 
nonsuited,  it  was  agreed  that  the  question  should  be  reserved  for  the 
Court.  The  defendants  then  went  into  their  case,  and  the  jury  found 
a  verdict  in  their  favour.  A  rule  nisi  was  gained  to  set  aside  the 
verdict  and  to  have  a  new  trial.  On  the  hearing  of  tbat  rule  the 
Court  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff's  case  had  failed  as 
to  part  of  the  lands,  and  that  he  could  not  in  any  event  recover  that  part, 
but  they  entertained  some  doubt  whether  the  plaintiff's  case  had  wboUy 
failed  as  to  the  residue  of  the  lands.  Assuming  that  the  plaintiff's 
case  had  not  wholly  failed,  the  question  arose  whether  the  verdict 
could  be  supported  on  defendants*  case.  One  opinion  (?  objection)  was 
that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence,  but  this  was  rightly,  as  we 
think,  abandoned.  A  second  objection  was,  that  the  leaned  Chief 
Justice,  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried,  had  misdirected  the  jury. 
The  learned  Ohi^f  Justice  adhered  to  the  opinion  which  he  held  at  the 
trial,  and  though t  that  there  was  no  misdirection.  The  other  two  learned 
judges  however,  held  that  there  was  a  misdirection  entitling  the 
plaintiff  to  a  new  trial,  supposing  that  his  own  case  had  not  wholly 
failed.  A  third  objection  was,  that  improper  evidence  had  been 
received ;  as  to  which  point  the  learned  Chi'f  Justice  and  one  of  the 
other  learned  judges  held  that  the  evidence  had  been  properly  received, 
the  other  learned  judge  held  the  contrary. 

Ultimately  the  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  discharged  generally, 
and  leave  was  given  to  appeal. 

The  case  has  been  most  elaborately  argued  in  all  its  bearings,  and 
the  cases  applicable  to  it  in  every  view  have  been  fully  examined  by 
the  learned  judges  in  the  Court  below,  and  again  by  counsel  before 
their  lordships  here,  and  it  certainly  is  one  which  presents  considerable 
difficulties. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  at  the  close  of  his  case 
had  made  out  such  a  primd  facie  case  as  entitled  him  to  have  the 
opinion  of  the  jury  upon  it,  so  that  on  his  refusing  to  be  nonsuited  the 
judge  would  not  have  been  justified  in  telling  the  jury  that  they  must 
find  for  the  defendants. 

Now,  the  plaintiff,  proved  that  Nicholas  Devine  died  in  1830,  in 
possepsion  of  a  farm,  and  from  50  to  60  acres  of  land  cleared  and 
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cultivated,  ani  more  land  not  cleared.  All  this  Nicholas  Devine  had 
occupied  for  at  least  thirty  years,  the  farm  by  inhabiting  there,  the 
cleared  land  by  cropping  it,  and  t!ie  rest  by  feeding  it  with  sheep  and 
cattle  in  such  manner  as  it  was  capable  of  being  occupied.  The 
plaintiff  also  proved  that  he  was  heir-at-law,  and  the  action  was 
brought  within  twenty  years  after  the  death  of  Nicholas  Devine, 

It  is  not  doubted  that  if  the  evidence  had  stopped  here  such  a  primd 
Jaeie  case  of  seizin-in-fee  and  dying  seized  on  the  part  of  Nicholas 
Devine,  and  of  heirship  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  was  made  out  as 
would  have  called  on  the  defendants  for  an  answer,  and  proof  of  a 
better  title.  But  the  plaintiff  proceeded  further,  and  put  in  evidence 
two  grants  of  lands  made  by  the  Governors  of  the  Colony  to  Nicholas 
Devine,  one  in  1794  of  120  acres,  the  other  in  1799  of  90  acres,  and 
the  defendants  contended  that  both  these  grants  were  void  for  un- 
certainty, or  at  all  events  that  the  first  of  them  was  void  on  that 
ground,  and  so  that  the  plaintiff  by  his  own  shewing  was  out  of  Court, 
and  could  not  avail  himself  of  the  presumptive  seizin-in-fee  in  Nicholas 
Devine,  arising  from  his  possession,  which  the  plaintiff  himself  had 
shown  to  be  unlawful  in  the  beginning,  and  throughout  the  thirty 
years  of  possession,  or  at  most  that  Nicholas  Devine  was  only  tenant 
at  will  to  the  Crown,  and  so  had  no  estate  that  could  descend  to  his 
heir. 

In  this  stage  of  the  case  the  defendants  must  be  taken  to  be  wrong- 
doers, not  having  yet  shown  any  title.  The  first  of  the  grants  in 
question^  namely,  that  of  1794,  granted  to  Nicholas  Devine^  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  *'  120  acres  of  land,  to  be  known  by  the  name  of  Burran 
Farm,  lying  and  situated  in  the  district  of  Bulanaming,  and  separated 
on  the  north  side  by  a  road  of  200  feet  in  width  from  the  land  allotted 
for  the  maintenance  of  a  schoolmaster  within  the  town  of  Sydney,*' 
free  of  fees,  &c.,  for  five  years,  provided  Nicholas  Devine  shall  reside 
within  the  same  and  proceed  to  the  improvement  and  cultivation 
thereof  (timber  fit  for  naval  purposes  to  be  reserved  for  the  use  of  the 
Crown),  paying  an  annual  quit  rent  of  Is.  for  every  50  acres  after  the 
five  years. 

The  second  grant,  namely,  that  of  1799,  grants  to  Nicholas  Devine^ 
his  heirs'  and  assigns,  90  acres  of  land  lying  in  the  district  of  Bulana- 
ming, bounded  on  the  south-west  side  by  Page,  Caudells',  Jenkins', 
and  Field  Farms,  from  which  it  is  separated  by  a  road  of  60  feet,  and 
on  the  south  side  by  an  allotment  granted  unto  Samuel  Burt,  reserving 
timber  as  in  the  first  grant,  and  a  quit  rent  of  28.  after  five  years. 
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Nothing  is  said  in  tbis  second  grant  about  residence,  possibly  be^ 
cause  Devine  was  already  residing  under  tbe  first  grant.  The  cases 
principally  relied  on  are,  1st.  Term  Beports,  30 ;  Hunfferford's  ease 
(43)  ;  Stockdale'9  ease  (44)  ;  Brand  v.  Todd  (45).  These  cases  show 
that  if  in  the  King's  grant  there  be  no  description  by  name,  abuttals^ 
&c.,  but  only  so  many  acres,  the  grant  is  void,  for  ''  the  patentee  shall 
not  haTe  his  election  as  he  shall  in  the  case  of  a  common  person."  In 
Brand  v,  Todd  the  distinction  is  taken  if  the  King  grants  all  the  waste 
in  D.  and  on  quod  damnum  it  be  retamed  that  the  waste  lands  contain 
120  acres,  yet  if  it  contains  300,  all  shall  pass,  for  the  grant  is  general. 
But  if  the  grant  be  of  120  acres,  and  on  quod  damnum  it  be  returned  that 
there  are  300,  the  grant  is  void.  The  ad  quod  damnum  is  to  enquire  as 
to  the  damage,  not  as  to  quantity.  2nd.  Shepherd's  Touehstoney  246, 
does  not  carry  the  point  further.  In  Shepherd* s  Touchstone^  229  (in 
Mr.  Breston^s  Edition  of  1821)  is  this  passage  ;  ''  In  acquirendo  rerum 
domino  sedect  quod  donat tones  non  valent  licet  incept ae  nisi  sineperfeetae^^ 
and  Brook's  Abridgment ,  Qrant  page  29,  is  referred  to,  "but  if  grants  be 
yery  ancient,  and  the  things  granted  have  been  enjoyed  according  to 
the  grant  ever  since  the  making  of  it,  in  this  case  the  grant  may  be 
good,  notwithstanding  some  legal  defect  in  some  of  these  particulars 
as  absence  of  living,  &c.,  for  from  possession,  living  &c.,  will  be 
presumed." 

It  was  agreed  on  both  sides  on  the  argument,  that  when  a  Crown 
grants  refer  to  certainty,  though  in  part  only,  that  reference  will  be 
sufficient,  and  that  if  by  one  construction  a  Crown  grant  would  be 
avoided,  but  by  another  it  might  be  made  good,  the  latter  shall  be 
adopted.  These  propositions  are  fully  established  by  the  following, 
amongst  many  other  cases  : — Briddle  andNapper^s  case  (46);  Whistler's 
caie  (47);  the  Sari  of  Shrewsbury's  case  (48);  the  Earl  of  Cumberland'' s 
case  (4^))  ;  StocJedale's  case  (50)  ;  Viner's  Abridgment^  (Prerogative, 
Q-rant). 

Such  is  this  law  as  to  grants  of  the  Crown  made  ex  certa  scienfia 
et  mero  motu.  It  is  true  that  such  grants  are,  according  to  the  books, 
construed  most  favourably  for  the  grantee.  It  is  also  true  that  the 
grants  now  in  question  are  not  made  ex  certa  seientia  et  mero  motu^ 
but  for  consideration,  namely,  quit  rents  after  five  years,  and  a  condi- 
tion in  the  first  grant  that  the  grantee  shall  reside  on  the  granted  land, 
and  proceed  to  the  improvement  of  it,  and  that  timber  fit  for  the  Navy 
is  reserved  in  both.    But  the  principles  above  stated  merely  apply  to 


(43)  1  Leonard  30.         (44)  12  Rep.  86.         (45)  Noy  29.        (46)  11  Rep.  8. 
(47)  10  Rep.  65.         (48)  9  Rep.  46  b.  (49)  8  Rep.  166  b.        (60)  12  Rep.  86. 
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all  Crown  grants.  It  should  seem,  therefore,  that  if  there  be  such  a 
description  in  a  Crown  grant,  whether  by  descriptive  words,  or  by 
reference  to  a  matter  in  pais  or  otherwise,  as  that  by  evidence  con- 
nected with  such  description,  the  identity  of  the  lands  granted  is 
•capable  of  being  established,  the  grant  may  be  good,  although  the 
•description  be  in  itself  so  imperfect.  The  sufficiency  of  such  descrip- 
tion, and  the  legallity  and  mode  of  supplying  by  evidence  any  defect  in 
it  are  hardly  touched  by  the  cases. 

The  grants  in  question  are  not  wholly  without  description,  as  the 
Court  in  its  judgment  seems  to  consider.  The  second  grant  mentioned 
boundaries  on  the  south-west,  and  the  south  side,  and  even  the  first 
grant  mentions  a  boundary  on  the  north  side.  The  evidence  showed 
the  possession  by  Nicholas  Demne  for  thirty  years  of  land,  the  position 
of  which  is  consistent  with  the  grants,  and  so  far  as  there  is  any 
description  in  the  grants  tallies  with  it.  This  possession  of  Nicholas 
Devine  might  indeed,  if  it  stood  alone  and  unsupported,  be  possibly 
referred  to  some  supposed  election  made  by  him,  which  election  he 
could  not  by  law  make  against  the  Crown ;  but  when  it  is  coupled  with 
the  receipt  of  quit  rent  by  the  Crown,  and  the  survey  made  in  1822  by 
Nicholas  Devine  and  the  Government  Surveyor  Mayne^  having  with  him 
«  Government  chart  or  map,  as  was  proved  by  the  witness  Davis,  there 
is  surely  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  as  to  the  identity  of  the  lands 
and  as  to  the  probability  that  possession  was  given  to  Nicholas  Devine 
by  the  Government  officers  at  or  soon  after  the  time  of  the  grants  in 
conformity  with  them,  by  which  the  grants,  though  imperfect  on  the 
face  of  them,  might  be  made  good.  Besides  which,  their  lordships  are 
of  opinion  that  from  the  long  possession  of  these  lands,  the  Jury  would 
have  been  justified  in  presuming  not  a  substitutional  but  a  supple- 
mentary and  confirmatory  grant  by  the  Crown.  It  was  competent  to 
the  Crown  to  make  such  a  confirmatory  grant,  and  it  appears  from  the 
case  of  Ooodtitle  v,  Baldwin  (51)  that  the  Court  will  direct  a  jury  to 
presume  in  favour  of  possession  against  the  Crown  any  grant  which 
might  be  legally  made,  the  refusal  to  direct  such  a  presumption  in  that 
case  proceeding  entirely  from  an  express  prohibition  in  the  statute 
20  Charles  II.  Their  lordships,  under  these  circumstances,  are  of 
opinion  that  the  grants  in  question  are  not  wholly  void  and  incapable 
of  being  supported  by  the  evidence  adduced,  and  that  the  questions  as 
to  the  identity  of  the  lands  partially  and  imperfectly  described  in  them, 
and  of  the  presumption  of  a  confirmatory  grant,  ought  to  have  been 
fiubmitted  to  the  Jury,  not  meaning  to  say  that  the  Jury  were  bound 
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to  find  for  the  plaintifE,  but  that  the  case  he  had  made  was  proper  for 
their  consideration.  This  being  so,  and  supposing  that  the  plaintiff 
might  hare  succeeded  if  the  defendants  had  not  set  up  any  title  in 
themselves,  it  remains  to  be  conndered  whether  the  yerdict  estab- 
lishing the  title  which  they  did  set  up  can  be  supported.  The  defea- 
dant's  case  rested  on  an  alleged  conveyance  of  Nichohu  Devine  to 
Bochfirt  (under  which  the  defendants  claimed)  in  1827.  Much 
argument  was  raised  both  in  the  Court  below  and  before  their  Lord- 
ships, as  to  a  question  of  estoppel ;  but  their  Lordships  agree  with 
the  Court  below  that  such  question  did  not  arise  upon  the  plaint ifE 'a 
case ;  and  when  the  defendants  came  to  their  answer,  they  themselves 
x^laimed,  through  Boehfort  and  Nicholas  Devine,  under  those  very  grants 
as  to  which  it  was  contcn  led  that  they  were  estopped.  It  follows  that 
the  question  of  estoppel  did  not  arise  on  their  case ;  nor  did  they,  by 
entering  on  their  own  case,  waive  the  objection  to  the  grants  which 
was  reserved  to  them  on  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case.  Two  objec- 
tions are,  however,  insisted  on  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  namely^ 
the  admission  of  improper  evidence,  and  a  supposed  misdirection  by 
the  learned  Chief  Justice  in  his  summing  up  to  the  jury. 

As  to  the  first,  a  person  of  the  name  of  Maker  (one  of  the  alleged 
witnesses  to  the  conveyance)  being  dangerously  ill,  was  examined  upon 
interrogatories  after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  denied  that 
he  had  witnessed  the  conveyance,  and  swore  that  the  name  of  Maker 
appearing  as  that  of  a  witness  on  the  deed  was  not  in  his  handwriting. 
He  was  asked  by  the  attorney  attending  on  behalf  of  the  defendants 
to  write  his  name,  and  he  did  so  three  times.  The  witness  Maker  died 
before  the  trial,  at  which  time  all  the  other  witnesses  to  the  convey- 
ance were  also  dead.  At  the  trial  the  defendants  gave  evidence  of  the 
handwriting  of  Maker  and  the  other  witnesses  to  the  conveyance  by 
calling  persons  professing  to  be  acquainted  with  their  handwriting,  but 
did  not  put  in  the  examination  of  Maker  taken  on  interrogatories.  The 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  in  reply,  put  in  that  examination  returned  by 
the  oflScer  who  took  it,  in  order  to  prove  Maker's  denial  of  his  alleged 
signature.  The  oflBcer  had  not  returned  with  the  examination  the 
signatures  which  Maker  wrote  at  the  request  of  the  defendant's 
attorney,  but  the  attorney  produced  them  in  Court,  on  the  requisition 
of  the  learned  Judge,  in  the  course  of  the  defendants'  case,  and  swore 
to  them.  The  learned  Judge  afterwards  submitted  these  three  signa- 
tures to  the  jury,  in  order  that  ihey  mi^ht  compare  them  with  Makers 
alleged  signature  on  the  deed,  to  which  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
objected. 
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Another  witness  to  the  deed,  of  the  name  of  Egan,  being  also  dead, 
tlie  defendants  gave  evidence  of  his  handwriting,  and,  having  called 
his  daughter  to  prove  his  death,  she,  on  her  cross-examination  bj  the 
plaintiff's  coansel,  denied  that  the  name  of  Egan  on  the  deed  was  her 
father's  handwriting.  She  spoke  of  a  letter  from  her  father  to  her 
mother,  which  she  (the  witness)  had  ;  and,  on  the  requisition  of  the 
learned  Judge,  she  produced  it  in  Court,  and  the  learned  Judge  handed 
it  to  the  jurj,  in  order  that  they  might  compare  it  with  Egan's  alleged 
signature  to  the  deed,  to  which  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  objected. 
Now,  as  to  this  letter  of  Egan^  it  was  not  in  any  way  in  evidence  in 
the  cause ;  the  jury  could  not  have  it  before  them  for  any  other  pur- 
pose than  for  a  comparison  of  handwriting.  Their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that,  under  such  circumstances,  it  was  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, and  ought  not  to  have  been  handed  to  the  jury.  The  several 
cases  in  our  Courts  establish  this  to  have  been  the  law  until  it  was 
altered  by  a  recent  Act  of  Parliament.  Little  stress  seems  to  have 
been  laid  on  this  matter  in  the  arguments  in  the  Court  below,  but 
their  Lordships  think  it  proper  to  express  their  opinion  upon  it. 

The  signatures  of  Maker  stand  on  a  different  ground.  They  may 
in  some  sort  be  said  to  have  been  evidence  in  the  cause.  Their 
Lordships  have  no  doubt  that  if  on  a  trial  at  nisi  prius  a  witness  had 
denied  his  signature  to  a  document  produced  in  evidence,  and  upon 
being  desired  to  write  his  name  had  done  so  in  open  Court,  such 
writing  might  be  treated  as  evidence  in  the  cause,  and  be  submitted 
to  the  jnry,  who  might  compare  it  with  the  alleged  signature  to  the 
document.  The  three  signatures  of  Maker  in  question  were  made  by 
him  when  he  was  properly  under  examination  as  a  witness  in  this 
cause  ;  and  although  they  were  not  retumod  by  the  officer  who  took 
that  examination,  yet  they  were  sufficiently  identified,  and  their  Lord- 
ships are  of  opinion  that  they  may  fairly  be  treated  as  evidence  in  the 
cause,  that  they  were  admissible,  and  were  properly  submitted  to  the 
jury.  Their  Lordships  have  thought  it  right  to  express  their  opinion 
upon  this  question  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  letter  of  Egan  and  of 
these  signatures  of  Maker  for  the  guidance  of  the  Court  below,  though 
it  was  not  absolutely  necessary,  by  reason  of  the  opinion  which  their 
Lordships  are  about  to  express  with  regard  to  the  other  objection  taken 
by  the  plaintiff's  counsel.  If  any  Act  of  the  Colony  similar  to  the 
recent  Act  of  Parliament  above  alluded  to  shall  have  been  passed 
before  the  new  trial  in  this  action  is  had,  the  Court  will  of  course  be 
guided  by  the  provisions  of  that  Act. 

The  second  objection  was  that  the  learned  Judge  in  his  charge  to 
the  jury  told  them  in  substance  that  they  nmst  try  the  question  as  to 
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whether  the  alleged  conyeyance  was  forged,  in  the  same  manner  as  i£ 
Bochfort  had  been  on  his  trial  for  forgery.  The  learned  judge  explains 
that  this  direction  was  accompanied  with  explanation  and  qualification ; 
but  their  Lordships  cannot  but  think  that  the  jury  understood  the 
direction  as  above  stated.  Now  there  is  a  great  distinction  between 
a  civil  and  a  criminal  case  when  a  question  of  forgery  arises.  In  a 
civil  case  the  onu»  of  proving  the  genuineness  of  a  deed  is  cast  upon 
the  party  who  produces  it  and  asserts  its  validity.  If  there  be  con« 
flicting  evidence  as  to  the  genuineness,  either  by  reason  of  alleged 
forgery  or  otherwise,  the  party  asserting  the  deed  must  satisfy  the 
jury  that  it  is  genuine ;  the  jury  must  weigh  the  conflicting  evidence, 
consider  all  the  probabilities  of  the  case,  not  excluding  the  ordinary 
presumption  of  innocence,  and  must  determine  the  question  according 
to  the  balance  of  those  probabilities.  In  a  criminal  case  the  onu9  of 
proving  the  forgery  is  cast  on  the  prosecutor  who  asserts  it ;  and 
unless  he  can  satisfy  the  jury  that  the  instrument  is  forged,  to  the 
exclusion  of  reasonable  doubt,  the  prisoner  must  be  acquitted. 

Now,  the  charge  of  the  learned  Judge  appears  to  their  Lordships  to 
have,  in  effect,  shifted  the  onus  from  the  defendants,  who  assert  the 
deed,  to  the  plaintiff,  who  denies  it ;  for,  in  substance,  it  tells  the  jury 
that  whatever  be  the  balance  of  the  probabilities,  yet,  if  they  have  a 
reasonable  doubt,  the  defendants  are  to  have  the  benefit  of  that  doubt, 
and  that  the  deed  is  to  be  established  even  against  the  probabilities  in 
favour  of  the  doubt.  Certainly,  it  has  been  the  practice  so  to  direct 
the  jury  in  a  criminal  case,  whether  on  motives  of  public  policy,  or 
from  tenderness  to  life  and  liberty,  or  from  any  other  reason,  it  may 
not  be  material  to  inquire ;  but  none  of  those  reasons  apply  to  a  civil 
case.  If,  indeed,  by  the  pleadings  in  a  civil  case,  a  direct  issue  of 
forgery  or  not  be  raised,  the  onus  would  be  on  the  party  asserting  the 
forgery,  and  this  would  be  more  like  a  criminal  proceeding ;  but  even 
then  the  reasons  for  suffering  a  doubt  to  prevail  against  the  balance  of 
probabilities,  would  not,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  apply. 

Their  Lordships  cannot  but  think  that  this  misdirection  of  the 
learned  Judge  was  calculated  materially  to  influence  the  verdict  of  the 
jury ;  and  they  must,  therefore,  hold  that  it  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  a 
new  trial,  having  already  expressed  their  opinion  that  the  plaintiff,  on 
the  close  of  his  own  case,  was  entitled  to  have  it  considered  by  the 
jury  upon  the  points  above  stated. 

Their  Lordships  will,  therefore,  humbly  recommend  to  Her  Majesty 
that  a  new  trial  in  this  case  should  be  granted  generally,  and  that  the 
costs  of  this  appeal,  and  also  those  in  the  Court  below,  should  abide 
the  event  of  such  a  new  trial. 
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I  think  it  right  to  mention  that  since  their  Lordships  made  up  their 
minds  in  this  case,  and  since  this  judgment  was  written,  and  which 
could  not  therefore  influence  their  Lordships'  judgment,  there  has 
been  discovered  at  the  Colonial  OfiSce  here  a  map,  and  a  printed  book 
or  index  of  names  referring  to  the  map,  of  the  different  grantees  of 
land  in  the  Colonj,  and  there  is  the  name  of  Nicholas  Devine  for  210 
acres  ;  and  the  index  refers  to  the  map  and  the  plots  of  ground,  and 
there  it  is  upon  the  map  marked  out  in  metes  and  bounds  distinctly 
and  clearly  as  the  plaintiff's  lands ;  and  that  tallies  with  what  is  found 
in  the  evidence,  that  the  Government  Surveyor  had  gone  over  the 
ground  with  Nicholas  Devine  in  his  lifetime  with  the  Government 
map.  Now  why  that  Government  map  was  not  produced  at  the  trial, 
why  it  was  kept  back  we  cannot  tell ;  but  it  does  seem  very  extra- 
ordinary that  such  a  thing  should  have  occurred,  to  say  the  least  of  it. 

Sir  F.  Kelly.  We  are  greatly  indebted  to  your  Lordships  for  this 
last  piece  of  information.  No  doubt  what  has  been  discovered  at  the 
Colonial  Office  will  now  be  made  evidence. 
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1852.  Ex  parte  AXDEESON.     (1) 

Small  Debts  Act—lO  Vic.^  Xo,  10,  sec,  9-- Splitting  D  minis. 


July  14. 


Stephen  C.J. 
Dickinson  J. 

and  Whenever  a  man  has  olaims  against  another  at  any  one  time,  each  separately  leas 

Therry  J.     than  £10,  but  of  which  the  aggregate  is  above  that  amount,  the  latter  is  to  be 

deemed  his  "  cause  of  action,"  and  the  bringing  of  separate  actions  in  the  Small 

Debts'  Court  is  a  vioUtion  of  the  statute,  s.  9. 

The  peaerved  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by — 

The  Chikf  Jubtior.  This  was  an  application  for  a  Prohibition,  to 
restrain  execution  on  three  Judgments  against  Andenon^  in  the  Small 
Debts'  Court  jurisdiction,  at  the  suit  of  Jenkins,  pronounced  by  the 
Justices  at  Bathurst.  The  ground  on  which  the  writ  was  sought,  is  an 
alleged  excess  of  jurisdiction,  the  plaintiff  Jenkins  having,  it  was  sug- 
gested, split  one  cause  of  action  into  three,  contrary  to  the  express 
provisions  of  the  Small  Debts'  Act,  for  the  purpose  of  suing  in  the  local 
Court.  On  the  argument  before  us,  in  the  last  Term,  two  conflicting 
English  decisions  were  cited,  and  from  the  very  embarrassing  and 
unsatisfactory  way  in  which  the  affidavits,  on  either  ^ide,  are  framed, 
we  found  great  difficulty  in  collecting  the  facts.  We  therefore  reserved 
our  judgment,  which  circumstances,  beyond  our  control,  have  prevented 
us  from  delivering  at  an  earlier  period. 

It  appears  plainly  enough,  that  there  have  been  in  the  whole  four 
actions  instituted  against  Anderson ^  before  the  Bathurst  Court,  at  the 
suit  of  Jenkins  J  all  being  to  recover  back  moneys  paid,  or  alleged  to  have 
been  paid,  by  the  latter,  for  the  purchase  of  undelivered  wheat.  But 
whether  there  were  or  not  in  all  those  cases,  different  contracts,  or 
whether  in  fact  four  distinct  sums  of  money  were  paid  we  really  cannot 
ascertain.  The  firdt  action  was  for  £10,  said  to  have  been  paid  in  "or 
about "  December,  1850.  But  this  case,  which  was  tried  on  the  1st  March 
last,  has  been  settled.  The  three  other  actions  were  then  commenced, 
one  being  for  £8  Is.  6d.,  and  the  others  for  £10  each.  The  defendant 
Anderson  does  not  swear,  that  any  two  of  these  form  part  of  one 
contract,  nor  even  that,  in  point  of  fact,  any  one  cause  of  action  has 

(1)  The  Sydnn/  Jforning  Uerald,  July  16,  1852. 
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been  divided.     The  objection  is  stated  by  his  attorney  only,  and  the        lSo2. 
latter  swears,  simply,  to  what  he  objected  before  the  Justices.    That  is     Ex  parte 
to  say,  that  it  was  ^^  evident  on  the  face  of  tke plaints,'*  that  the  cause,  Andkbsojt. 
of  action  had  been  divided.  Stephen  C.J. 

If  the  case  rested  there,  we  should  unhesitatingly  now  dismiss  it,  for 
we  can  find  nothing,  in  the  plaints  or  summonses,  to  show  any  £a.ct  of 
the  sort.  Different  dates  are  assigned,  in  each  of  the  three  actions, 
and  different  parcels  of  wheat.  We  are  led  to  suspect  no  doubt,  that 
one  of  these  three  arises  out  of  the  contract,  which  formed  the  subject 
of  the  settled  action.  But  even  on  that  point,  we  find  nothing  certain. 
The  plaintifE  in  these  actions  is  equally  indistinct.  He  specifies  how- 
ever, three  contracts  only,  and  three  payments,  of  which,  two  are  above 
ten  pounds.  And  he  says  not  one  word  about  the  first  (or  settled) 
action,  which,  therefore,  we  presume  sprang  out  of  the  same  contract, 
and  payment,  as  one  of  the  three  last  actions.  If  so,  there  was,  as  to 
that  one  action,  a  clear  splitting  of  a  cause  of  action,  in  violation  of 
the  enactment  in  that  behalf,  being  s.  9  of  the  Small  Debts  Act,  Call, 
1642.  And  if,  in  either  of  the  actions,  the  plaintiff  intended  to 
abandon  the  excess  above  ten  pounds  (as  by  the  old  Act  he  was  allowed 
to  do).,  there  was  still  a  violation  of  the  enactment ;  for,  by  the  new 
Act,  it  would  seem,  there  can  be  no  such  abandonment.  "Where  the 
cause  of  action,  in  any  one  case,  is  above  ten  pounds,  the  Petty  Sessions* 
jurisdiction  would  appear,  by  the  10  Yic,  No.  10,  to  be  altogether 
excluded. 

But  the  difficulty  we  should  have  felt  upon  the  affidavits,  had  the 
case  rested  on  either  of  those  objections,  would  have  been  insuperable. 
For  how  could  we  have  determined,  that  there  was  a  splitting  of  the 
cause  of  action  into  two,  in  any  of  the  four  actions ;  and,  although  the 
suing  on  a  cause  of  action  exceeding  ten  pounds  might  be  clear,  how 
should  we  ascertain  in  which  of  the  last  three  the  error  was  ?  We  are 
relieved  of  these  difficulties,  however,  by  the  decision  in  Aykroyd^s 
case  (2) ;  by  which,  as  we  conceive,  it  must  now  be  taken  to  be  the 
law,  that  whenever  a  man  has  claims  at  any  one  time  against  another, 
each  separately  less  than  ten  pounds,  but  of  which  the  aggregate  is 
above  that  amount,  the  latter  (because  constituting  the  then  actual 
debt)  is  to  be  deemed  his  "cause  of  action,"  and  the  bringing  of 
separate  actions,  for  the  items  and  matters  originally  forming  distinct 
ten  pounds  debts,  is  a  splitting  of  that  cause  of  action,  and  conse- 
quently a  violation  of  the  enactment.  On  this  broad  ground,  so  much 
more  extensive  than  the  one  taken,  the  Prohibition  asked  for  must 

(2)  1  Excheq.  R.  479. 
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Ex  parte     ^  call  J  founded  on  separate  payments  and  separate  contracts.    Por  the 
Ai^DERsoN.    plaintiffs  total  claim  (and  therefore  his  cause  of  action)  at  the  time  he 
Stephen  C.J.    sued,  was  not  £10  merely,  but  £28  128.  6d.,  which,  according  to  the 
case  cited,  he  was  not  then  at  liberty  to  divida 

We  have  carefully  looked  into  that  case,  and  Bex  v.  the  Sheriff^  of 
Herefordshire  (3),  which  it  overrules,  and  have  compared  the  English 
enactment,  on  which  the  decision  in  the  former  case  turned,  with  the 
one  here  in  question,  and  we  confess  that  we  are  unable  to  distinguish 
them.    The  Prohibition,  therefore,  is  necessarily  granted. 

(3)  1  B.  &  Ad.  672. 
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EEGINA  V.  ELLIS.  (1)  1852. 


Jvly  16. 


Criminal  information  JUedhy  Crown  Prosecutor — Prosecution  hy  Attorney -General 

— Arrest  of  judgment — Special  demurrer — Doubtful  finding  by  Jury  Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J, 

.     .  .    .  aJid 

It  18  SO  objection  to  a  oonyiction,  that  the  information  was  filed  by  a  barrister,      TTierry  J. 

under  a  oommission  to  act  as  the  deputy  of  the  Attorney-General,  and  the  prose* 

cution  conducted  at  the  subsequent  session  by  the  Attomey-G-eneral. 

An  objection  to  an  information,  that  it  charges  several  assaults  as  one,  should  be 
taken  by  way  of  special  demurrer,  and  not  in  arrest  of  judgment.  (£.  v.  Waters 
(2),  followed.)  It  is  the  duty  of  a  Judge  to  endeavour,  by  questioning  the  Jury,  to 
arrive  at  their  real  meaning  in  cases  where  that  meaning  seems  doubtful. 

Special  Case.  The  prisoner  had  been  indicted  under  an  informa- 
tion by  T,  Oallaghany  Esq.,  barrister-at-law,  acting  by  commission  as 
the  Attorne7-General*s  deputy  duriog  the  preceding  session,  charging 
her  with  assaulting  one  Isabella  M^Evoy^  with  circumstances  of  aggra- 
vation. The  evidence  went  to  prove  a  series  of  very  aggravated 
assaults  during  two  years.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  at  first  of  not 
guilty,  but  with  such  evident  confusion  as  to  what  they  were  about,  that 
His  Honor,  the  Chief  Justice^  questioned  them  as  to  their  intention, 
and  put  the  points  at  issue  distinctly,  by  which  means  it  was  ultimately 
found  that  their  intention  was  to  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  assault, 
without  the  attendant  circumstances  of  aggravation,  and  this  finding 
was  the  one  recorded. 

Three  objections  were  taken  and  reserved,  and — 

Furefoy^  for  the  prisoner,  now  moved,  first,  that  the  authority  of 
Mr.  Callaghnn  was  a  temporary  one,  extending  only  over  the  Assizes, 
at  which  he  acted  in  place  of  the  Attorney- General ;  and,  conse- 
quently that  an  information  of  his  could  not  be  taken  up  and  prose- 
cuted by  the  latter.  Secondly,  that  the  information,  charging  a 
number  of  assaults  as  one  assault,  was  bad.  Thirdly,  that  the  Chief 
Justice  ought  not  to  have  interfered  with  the  finding  of  the  Jury,  but 
simply  to  have  had  placed  on  record  the  precise  terms  of  the  finding. 

The  Attorney-General  was  not  called  on. 

Their  Honors  held  that  the  conviction  was  good.  The  information 
filed  by  Mr.  Callaghan  was  filed  by  him  in  his  capacity  as  the  officer 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  July  19, 1852.     (2)  1  Denison  361. 
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Regixa      <lutj,  and  the  appearing  as  counsel  for  the  Crown  to  prosecute  such 

^'  information,  were  distinct,  and  it  was  in  the  latter  capacity  that  tho 

Attorney-General  had  acted  in  the  present  instance.     As  to  the  second 

point,  it  had  been  settled  by  the  case  of  The  Qu^en  r.  Sarah  Waterg  (2), 

that  any  point  which  might  have  been  taken  advantage  of  by  way  of 

special  demurrer  should  not  be  effective  in  arrest  of  judgment.    Even, 

therefore,  if  special  demurrer  would  have  availed  here  (upon  which 

point,  their  Ilonors  were  not  quite  agreed)  the  objection  would  not 

thereby  be  assisted,  and  as  it  was  one  not  the  substance  of  the  charge, 

but  merely  to  form,  it  could  not  be  sustained.    As  to  the  third  point, 

their  Honors  were  unanimous  in  the  opinion,  not  only  that  it  was 

the  duty  of  a  Judge  to  endeavour,  by  questioning  the  Jury,  to  arrive 

at  their  real  meaning  in  cases  where  that  meaning  seemed  doubtful ; 

but  that  it  was  highly  inexpedient  for  counsel  to  tax  a  Judge  in  open 

Court  with  having  acted  erroneously,  unless  the  question  was  too 

clear  to  admit  of  doubt,  the  proper  course  being  simply  to  request  a 

reservation  of  the  objection  relied  upon  for  the  opinion  of  the  supreme 

tribunal. 

Conviction  affirmed, 

(2)  1  Dtiii«<m  361. 
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M'DONALD  V.  ELLIOTT  akd  ajjtothee.  (1)  1852. 

OcL  26. 
Co8tA — Certificate  to  d^price  of  cosU—AZ  Eliz.,  c.  6 — Circuit  Courts.  Stevhen  J 

Dickinson  J. 

The  Judge  presiding  over  a  Cii'cnit  Court  has  no  power  to  grant  a  certificate  to      Tipr-u  J 
<leprive  plaintiff  of  costs,  as  at  Nisi  Prius  in  Sydney,  the  Circuit  Courts  being 
distinct  tribunals. 

The  statute  43  Eliz. ,  c.  6,  even  if  in  force,  has  been  virtually  repealed  by  the 
practice  established  under  the  present  rules  of  Court. 

{Per  the  Chiff  Justice)  The  43  Eliz.,  c.  6,  never  was  in  force  in  the  Colony. 

Motion  to  set  aside  a  certificate  to  deprive  plaintiff  of  costs,  granted 
bj  His  Honor,  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson,  at  the  trial  of  the  Goulbum 
Circuit  Court. 

DarvalJ,  for  the  applicant.  The  Judge  has  no  power  to  grant  the 
certificate  under  the  Law  Simplifying  Act  (2),  and  it  cannot  be 
supported  by  the  48  Eliz.,  c.  6,  because  this  statute  is  not  in  force  in 
the  Colony,  as  is  proved  by  the  repugnant  provisions  of  the  local  Act, 
5  Vic.  No.  9. 

The  Attorney-  General  and  Furefoy  contra. 

Their  Honobs  granted  the  application,  but  without  costs.  It  was 
unnecessary  to  decide  as  to  whether  the  statute  of  G-loucester,  and 
43  Elizabeth,  were  in  force,  for  the  Courts  here  had  made  and 
established  rules  for  determining  all  questions  as  to  costs,  which  rules 
bad  the  force  of  statutory  enactments,  and  even  if  the  statute  of 
Elizabeth  was  in  force,  would  virtually  have  repealed  it,  so  far  as  it 
was  inconsistent  with  the  practice  thus  established.  To  these  rules, 
therefore,  reference  must  now  be  had,  and  upon  their  bearing  must 
the  present  case  be  determined,  unless  it  was  found  that  the  case  had 
been  taken  from  without  their  operation  by  special  enactment. 
Now,  although,  by  the  amended  Court  of  ^Requests  Act,  which 
^established  the  enlarged  jurisdiction  of  the  tribunal  which  it  referred 
to,  such  a  power  as  that  exercised  by  the  learned  Judge  in  the 
present  instance  had  been  expressly  conferred;  this  had  been 
repealed  without  any  substituted  provision  of  the  like  nature  :  for  the 

(1)  Tilt  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  October  27,  1852. 

(2)  12  Vic,  No.  1. 
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M 'Donald  Supreme  Court,  and  the  Circuit  Courts  were  unquestionably  distinct 
Flliott  tribunals.  This  was  no  doubt  an  accidental  omission,  and  their  Honors 
regretted  being  compelled  to  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  such  a  certi- 
ficate could  not  be  granted  bj  a  Judge  on  Circuit  as  that  which  had 
been  granted  in  the  present  case ;  but  they  were  unanimous  in  this  view- 
The  Chief  Justice  was  further  of  opinion  that  this  statute  of  Elizabeth 
had  never  been  in  force  here  at  all.  The  English  statutes  not  expressly 
adopted  would  only  come  into  force  by  their  applicability  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  Colony.  The  statute  of  Elizabeth  had  been  made  to 
provide  against  the  extensive  costs  incurred  by  suits  before  the  Courts 
at  Westminster,  and  to  enforce  the  prosecution  of  minor  suits  in  the 
inferior  tribunals,  of  which  there  were  so  many  in  England.  Here,  on 
the  contrary,  at  the  time  when  the  Supreme  Court  was  established,  and 
for  some  years  afterwards,  there  was  no  other  Court  than  this  in  which 
a  suit  could  be  commenced,  and  it  could  not  be  assumed  that  suits 
before  that  tribunal  must  necessarily  be  expensive.  Subsequently, 
when  a  tribunal  of  inferior  jurisdiction,  the  Court  of  Bequests,  was 
established,  and  when  under  ordinary  circumstances  it  might  have  been 
contended  that  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  would  come  into  force,  the 
very  Act  of  Council  which  created  this  jurisdiction  contained  enact- 
ments so  totally  at  variance  with  the  provisions  of  that  statute  as  to 
destroy  the  argument  of  its  being  in  operation. 
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[In  Equity.] 
CLAEKE  AND  OTHERS  V,  TERET  and  othebs.  (1)  1853. 


Julj/  5» 
WiU — Codicil — Conatruction — Intention  of  repuhlieation-^^*  All  my  real  estate  not 

specifically  otherwise  disposed  oi"— Court  of  Claims,  prinfiples  to  guide—  ^^P^^  ^'^ 

6  Will,  ir,  No.  21,  and  4  Will.  /F,  No.  9— Crown  grant  in  trust— ReeuUing  and" 

trust  to  the  Crown — Costs.  Tlierry  J. 

A  codicil,  referring  to,  and  confirming  llie  will,  or  a  previous  codicili  is  equivalent 
in  general  to  a  republication  of  such  will  or  previous  codicil.  Where  a  codicil 
recites  that  the  testator  had,  in  his  will,  devised  all  his  real  estate  not  speeifieally 
otherwise  disposed  of  and  then  gives  the  same  real  estate,  in  a  certain  event,  to  new 
parties,  the  words  used  do  not  indicate  an  intention  of  republication,  but  the  reverse. 
(Strathmore  v.  Bowes  (2)  followed.) 

The  Commissioners  for  investigating  claims  to  hand,  under  5  Will.  lY,  No.  21, 
cannot  decide  or  report  on  the  same,  on  any  other  than  the  same  principles,  which 
govern  Courts  of  Law,  when  a  question  of  construction  arises. 

Where  a  grant  was  made  in  accordance  with  the  report  of  the  Commissioners  to 
trustees  **  to  the  several  trusts  and  uses  declared  in  a  certain  will,  the  terms  of  which 
cannot  be  held  to  apply  to  the  land  granted,  the  land  must  be  taken  to  have  reverted 
to  the  Crown,  as  on  a  resulting  trust. 

Costs  (following  Walker  v.  Webb  [3])  allowed  to  neither  siie,  on  the  discharge 
of  a  rule  nisi,  the  respondents  having  succeeded  in  form,  but  substantially  failed. 

The  facts  and  arguments  in  this  suit  appear  in  the  reserved  judgment 
of  the  Court,  delivered  Julj  5,  bj — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  is  a  proceeding  in  equity,  by  Eule  Nisi, 
(under  our  local  Act  in  that  behalf,)  in  which  John  SosJeing  and  his 
wife,  and  the  trustees  under  a  certain  settlement,  executed  by  them  in 
favour  of  herself  and  her  appointees,  are  complainants,  and  Bosetta 
Tsrry  and  others,  some  being  the  devisees  under  the  will  of  Samuel 
Terry,  and  the  others  persons  more  or  less  interested  nnder  that  will, 
are  respondents.  The  said  devisees,  in  that  character,  have  obtained 
from  the  Crown  a  grant  of  certain  land  at  King*s  Plains,  near  Bathurst, 
which  Mrs.  Soshing  claims  as  heir-at-law,  or  as  the  heir  of  her  brother, 
his  only  surviving  son.  And  the  object  of  the  suit  is,  to  cause  them  to 
be  declared  trustees  for  her,  and  her  appointees,  of  that  land,  and  to 
compel  them  to  convey  it  accordingly. 

(1)  The  Sydnejif  Morning  fferald,  April  23,  July  7,  9,  1853;  and  cited  9  S.C.B., 
£q.  127 ;  9  S.O.B.,  App.  16.  (2)  7  T.B.  486,  and  2  6.  and  P.  505.  (3)  Ante, 
p.  253. 
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1853.  The  land  waa  purchased  by  Samuel  Terry^  from  one  Jamieson,  the 

Clarks  original  locatee,  or  promisee  from  the  Crown  thereof.  It  is  not  disputed ^ 
Te»ry  therefore,  that  the  testator,  had  he  lived,  would  have  been  entitled  to 
(or  would,  as  a  matter  of  course,  have  obtained)  the  grant  of  the 
property,  and  the  heirship  of  Mrs.  Hoahing^  as  the  representative  of 
her  brother,  is  admitted.  The  facts,  moreover,  that  this  land  is  not 
specifically  mentioned,  either  in  the  testator's  will  or  codicils,  that  he 
acquired  it  after  the  date  of  his  second  codicil,  and  that  the  testator 
died  before  the  late  alteration  in  the  law  respecting  wills,  are 
unquestionable.  But  the  respondents  resist  the  claim,  on  two  grounds. 
First.  They  maintain  that  the  will  was  in  effect  republished,  by  the 
operation  of  the  te6tator*8  last  codicil  Secondly.  If  not,  yet  that  the 
claim  is  effectually  barred  by  the  grant.  They  contend,  that  the  Crown 
was  not  bound  to  give  the  land  to  a  person  claiming,  as  Mrs.  Hosking^ 
they  say,  does,  by  virtue  of  technical  and  arbitary  rules  merely ;  but 
that  it  was  entitled,  looking  at  all  the  circumstances,  to  consider  what 
was  the  probable  intention  of  the  testator,  and  whether  he  meant  to 
die  intestate  as  to  this  property,  and  to  decide  accordingly. 

The  arguments  on  this  second  point,  one  of  very  great  general  im- 
portance, will  be  stated  more  at  large  hereafter.  "Wo  confine  ourselves, 
in  the  first  instance,  to  that  which  affects  the  question  of  the  devise. 

By  his  will,  the  testator  devises  his  residence  in  Sydney,  and  all 
other  his  property  there  and  in  Liverpool,  then  or  thereafter  to  be 
possessed  by  him,  to  his  wife  for  life ;  with  remainder  in  fee,  respectively 
as  to  certain  properties  in  Liverpool,  to  his  son  John  ;  as  to  premises 
in  Pitt-street,  Sydney,  to  his  daughter ;  as  to  other  premises  there,  to 
JSsther  Marsh  ;  as  to  his  own  residence,  to  his  son  Edward;  and,  as  to 
his  property  in  George-street,  and  other  property  in  Sydney,  and  in 
Liverpool,  not  specified  to  his  other  children.  He  gives  two  estates 
called  Coberty  and  Eedmine  to  Henry  Marsh;  Hoxton  Park,  and  the 
Wheat  Sheaf,  to  his  son  John;  and  all  his  land  at  Bathurst,  the  Five 
Islands,  and  Eastern  Creek,  with  Boxhill,  Mount  Pleasant,  and  all 
other  his  farms  and  lands^  not  otherwise  thereinbefore  disposed  of  to  his 
son  Edward  in  fee  tail. 

If,  therefore,  according  to  the  general  rule  on  the  subject  of  republi- 
cation, this  will,  or  the  second  codicil,  on  which  the  respondents  rely, 
be  made  to  speak  as  on  the  date  of  the  last  codicil,  at  which  period  the 
testator  had  acquired  the  estate  in  contest,  there  are  here,  unquestion- 
ably, as  there  are  also  in  the  said  second  codicil,  ample  words  to 
include  it. 
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over  turns.     By  the  second,  the  testator  rerokes  the  several  bequests      Clark  a 

to  Edward,  and  gives  all  the  property  which  he  had  by  the  will  devised       xbrry 

to  him,  (including  all  the  testafor^s  estates  not  otherwise  disposed  of 

by  his  willy  or  ly  that  codicil,)  to  trustees,  being  the  respondents,  the 

grantees  from  the  Crown,  in  trust  for  the  same  Edward,  for  life,  and 

then  for  his  heirs,  with  remainder  to  the  testator^s  own  right  heirsi. 

The  devise  adds,  on  the  same  trusts,  (after  the  death  of  his  wife,)  ail 

the  testator's  houses  in  Sydney,  not  specifically  otherwise  bequeathed. 

To  the  same  trustees,  the  testator  gives  three  houses  in  Pitt-street,  and 

an  estate  called  Macquarie  Eield,  in  trust  for  his  daughter  for  life, 

with  similar  remainders,  for  her  and  his  own  right  heirs.   And  he  gives 

to  a  nephew  some  property  in  Sussex-street,  and  to  two  grand-nephews, 

respectively,  properties  at  Yass  and  Surry  Hills.     A  clause  follows,  in 

express  terms  republishing  the  will. 

Then  came  the  testator's  purchase  from  Jamieson ;  and,  shortly  after- 
wards, his  third  and  last  codicil.  By  this,  the  testator  gives  his  residence, 
which  previously  was  devised  to  her  for  life  only,  to  his  wife  in  fee. 
He  gives  to  Edward,  in  fee,  a  house  in  Castlereagh-street,  Sydney  ;  and 
to  his  daughter  three  houses  in  Pitt-street  (the  same,  apparently,  which 
the  second  codicil  had  vested  in  trustees  for  her,  for  life)  and  the  estate 
called  Macquarie  Field  in  fee.  Lastly,  after  reciting  that  he  had 
given  all  his  real  estate,  not  speciJlcaUj/  otherwise  disposed  of,  upon 
trust  for  Edward  for  life,  and  then  for  his  heirs,  with  remainder  to  his 
own  right  heirs,  the  testator  revokes  such  part  of  the  said  bequest  as 
relates  to  his  own  right  heirs,  and  gives  the  same  real  estate,  in  the  event 
of  his  son's  death  without  issue,  to  the  children  of  three  persons  named, 
as  tenants  in  common. 

The  question  then  is,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  the  son  having  died 
without  issue,  do  the  words  "  all  my  real  estate  not  specifically  other- 
wise disposed  of"  indicate,  as  used  in  the  last  codicil,  merely  the 
residue  which  Samuel  Terry  had,  in  fact,  by  the  previous  codicil, 
devised,  as  property  not  specifically  disposed  of,  to  the  trustees  named, 
or  shall  those  words  by  virtue  of  the  rule  as  to  the  effect  of  republi- 
cation, and  the  rule  that  ordinarily  a  codicil  amounts  to  republication, 
be  taken  to  indicate  the  testator's  then  undisposed  of  residue,  including 
therein,  of  course,  all  lands  acquired  since  the  date  of  the  previous 
codicil. 

The  former  of  those  alternatives  was  maintained,  on  behalf  of  the 
heir-at-law,  by  Mr.  Foster,  Mr.  Broadhurst,  and  Mr.  Daroall ;  and  the 
Litter  of  them,  for  the  respondents  by  the  Solieitor- General,  Mr. 
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Clakkk  a^  intention  not  to  enlarge  the  residue,  b j  any  addition  of  after-acquired 
Tebsy  ^^^^f  ^^8  apparent  ;  that,  obviouslj,  the  real  estate  which  the 
testator  devised,  by  his  second  codicil,  could  only  be  that  which  he  then 
possessed ;  and  that,  in  express  terms,  the  devise  in  the  third  only 
affected  "  the  same^'*  estate  ;  that  the  intention  was,  simply,  to  effect  an 
alteration  in  the  ultimate  disposition  of  that  property ;  and  that,  had 
the  testator  meant  more,  he  would  doubtless  haye  republished  the 
former  codicil  in  distinct  words ;  that  there  were  here  no  general  words, 
the  effect  of  which  might  have  been,  per  m,  to  induce  a  republication  ; 
that  testators  are  supposed  to  be  cognizant,  and,  if  not,  wills  must  be 
continued,  as  if  they  were  cognizant,  of  the  rules  of  law  which  affect 
them ;  but  that,  in  this  case,  the  second  codicil  disclosed  in  fact  a 
knowledge  of  these  rules.  On  the  other  hand,  the  effect  of  the  mere 
making  of  the  codicil  was  relied  on,  as  in  itself  a  republication  of  the 
will  and  previous  codicil,  unless  a  contrary  intention  could  be  shown 
clearly  and  beyond  all  doubt ;  but  it  was  insisted,  that  to  suppose  the 
existence  of  such  an  intention,  in  this  case,  would  be  most  unreason- 
able ;  that  the  alteration  introduced  by  the  last  codicil  was  obviously 
as  applicable  to  the  newly-acquired  lands,  as  it  was  to  any  or  those 
possessed  originally ;  that  the  testator,  it  seemed  clear,  never  meant  to 
die  intestate  as  to  any  of  his  property ;  that,  when  he  used  the  words 
all  my  estate,  the  testator  doubtless  spoke,  or  meant  to  do  so,  of  all 
which  then  constituted  his  estate ;  and  that,  at  all  events,  he  could  not 
have  contemplated  his  son's  taking  as  heir,  unrestricted  and  without 
limitation,  in  the  face  of  provisions  such  as  the  testator  was  then 
making,  any  portion  of  that  estate. 

The  following  cases  and  authorities  were  cited.  Barnes  v.  Crowe 
(4) ;  Figott  v.  Walker  (5)  ;  S/rathmore  v.  Bowes  (6) ;  Goodtitle  v, 
Meredith  (7) ;  Williams  v.  Goodtitle  (8) ;  Potter  v.  hotter  (9)  ; 
Esdaile  v.  Lund  (10) ;  Doe  v.  Marchanty  (11) ;  Chambers  p.  Brails- 
ford  (12)  ;  Cole  v,  Seott  (13)  ;  Hughes  v.  Turner  (14) ;  Ford  v.  Ford 
(15)  ;  Monypenny  v.  Bristow  (16)  ;  and  sundry  passages  in  Pow.  on 
Devises,  and  Jarman  on  Wills,  title  Republication. 

We  have  considered  these  cases,  and  the  arguments  of  the  learned 
counsel;  and  we  are  of  opinion,  that  there  was  here  no  republication  of 
Samuel  Tern/'s  will  and  codicil,  or  either  of  them,  by  the  final  codicil, 
and  consequently,  that  the  land  in  dispute,  (or  the  testator's  rights  and 

(4)  1  Ves.  486.  (5)  7  Yes.  118  and  124.  (6)  7  T.  R.  486  and  2  B.  ft  P.  503. 
(7)  2  M.  &  S.  5.  (8)  10  B.  &  C.  895.  (9)  1  Yes.  Sen.  442.  (10)  12  M.  ft 
W.  612.  (11)  6  M.  ft  G.  825.  (12)  2  Meriv.  25.  (13)  1  M<N.  ft  G.  527. 
<14)  3  Myl.  ft  K.  666.        (15)  6  Hare,  492.         (16)  2  Boas,  ft  M.  132. 
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heir-at-law.     The  principle  is  not  intended  to  he  questioned,  that  a      Clarke 

codicil,  referring  to  and  confirming  the  will,  or  a  previous  codicil,  will  ^• 

be  equivalent  in  general  to  a  republication  of  such  will,  or  previous 

codicil ;  and  that  the  whole,  in  such  case,  will  be  considered  as  incor-  *  ' 

porated,  and  together  forming  but  one  will.     The  effect  of  the  decisions, 

in  the  cases  bv  which  that  principle  has  been  established,  is  stated  by 

Lord  Ellenborough  in  Goodtitle  v.  Meredith  (17).     It  is,  "to  give  an 

operation  to  the  codicil  per  w,  and  independently  of  any  intention,  so 

as  to  bring  down  the  will  to  the  date  of  the  codicil,  making  the  will 

speak  as  of  that  date,  unless,  indeed,  a  contrary  intention  be  shown ; 

in  which  case,  it  will  repel  that  effect."     Pully  recognising  the  law  to 

be  as  thus  explained,  we  consider  the  case  of  Sfrafhmore  v,  Bowes  (18) 

to   be  conclusive,  that  words  such  as  those  which  the  testator  baa 

here  used,  are  to  be  taken  as  indicating  that  contrary  intention. 

The  codicil,  on  w^hich  the  question  in  Strathmore  v.  Bowes  turned, 
after  reciting  that  the  testator,  by  his  will,  had  given  all  his  lands  and 
hereditaments,  on  certain  trusts  therein  mentioned,  to  six  persons, 
revoked  that  devise  so  far  as  it  related  to  two  of  them,  and  then  gave 
his  said  lands  and  hereditaments  to  the  other  four,  on  the  same  trusts ; 
and  it  was  held,  that  those  words  showed  an  intention  not  to  extend 
his  will,  but  to  confine  its  operation  to  the  lands  which  he  had,  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  will.  No  decision,  we  think  we  can  venture 
t3  say,  has  ever  trenched  on  the  authority  of  that  case ;  and  we  are 
unable,  after  a  careful  consideration  of  the  arguments  there  urged, 
and  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  judgment  in  it  was  rested,  first  in 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  afterwards  in  the  House  of  Lords,  to 
distinguish  that  case  in  substance  from  the  present.  Mr.  Justice 
Orose  there  observed,  that  the  codicil  gave  the  said  lands,  on  the  same 
trusts  as  those  on  which  the  testator  had  devised  the  same,  pre- 
viously, by  his  will;  but  that  "he  had  not  before  devised  the  lands  in 
question,  for  he  had  them  not  at  the  time  of  making  his  will.*'  To  the 
same  effect  are  the  observations  of  Lord  Eldon  in  the  report  in  2  B. 
and  P.  506-7.  The  observations  equally  apply  here.  The  codicil  of 
Mr.  Bowes  recites*  a  devise  of  all  his  lands  and  hereditaments.  The 
codicil  before  us  recites,  that  the  testator  had  devised  all  his  real 
estate  not  specifically  otherwise  disposed  of.  The  former  then  proceeds, 
by  giving  his  said  lands  and  hereditaments  to  new  trustees.  The 
latter  gives  the  same  real  estate,  in  a  certain  event,  to  new  parties. 
AVe  cannot  see  any  material  difi*erence,  as  to  the  point  in  debate, 

(17)  2  M.  and  S.  6.  (18)  7  T.  R.  486,  and  2  B.  and  P.  505. 
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1853.  between  these  two  inBlruments.  For  it  is  equally  true  of  tbe  one,  as 
Clarke  of  the  other,  that  the  testator  could  not  bj  his  will,  (op  previous 
T£RRT  codicil,)  haye  deyised  any  lands  which  he  then  had  not  to  devise.  And 
if,  bj  using  the  word  gaid  in  the  former  case,  the  testator  was  rightly 
deemed  to  have  intended  a  restriction  to  the  lands  so  possessed,  and 
therefore  so  devised,  the  like  intention  must,  we  think  it  clear,  be 
attributed  to  the  testator,  by  reason  of  his  use  of  the  word  game  in 
the  present  case.  The  argument  is  much  strengthened,  as  in  Strathmore 
V.  Bowe$y  by  referring  to  the  clause  of  revocation.  Each  testator 
revokes  the  old,  preparatory  to  making  the  new  devise.  But,  as  was 
suggested  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the  passage  already  referred  to,  how 
could  the  testator  revoke  a  devise,  which  obviously,  he  never  could  have 
made?  The  context,  therefore,  strongly,  supports  the  conclusion 
arrived  at,  that  the  testator  in  this  case  referred  only  to  lands,  which 
he  had  previously  devised ;  that  he  revoked  that  devise,  in  order  to 
accomplish  what  followed ;  and  that  he  thereby  showed,  conclusively, 
an  intention  to  exclude  all  lands  not  the  subject  of  that  devise. 

It  occurred  to  us  that  a  distinction  might  be  made,  possibly,  between 
this  case  and  Strathmore  v.  Boices,  by  reason  of  the  devise  here  relating 
to  a  reeidue ;  and  that,  as  the  testator  had  altered  that  residue  in 
identity,  by  specifically  taking  out  of  it  one  property,  at  all  events,  if 
not  more,  it  was  impossible  to  holl  that  the  diminished  residue  was,  in 
truth,  the  "  same  estate**  as  the  one  previously  given.  But  on  full  con- 
sideration of  this  point,  we  think  that  it  cannot  help  the  respondents. 
For  although  it  is  certain,  that,  under  such  circumstances,  the  resi- 
dues are  in  quantify  not  the  same,  yet  this  circumstance  affects  in  no 
degree  tho  reasoning,  on  which  the  decision  in  Strathmore  v,  JSowts  is 
founded.  Explained  by  the  context,  there  ceases- to  be  any  difficulty. 
The  testator  gives  to  his  son,  a  cottage  which  had  previously  formed 
part  of  the  residue,  or  unenumerated  properties,  devised  to  the  trustees. 
He  recites  that  he  had  by  the  previous  codicil,  in  a  particular  way, 
devised  all  that  residue.  And  then  (as  to  its  ultimate  object)  revoking 
that  devise,  the  testator  gives  *'the  same"  residue  to  the  trustees,  upon 
a  newly-declared  trust.  Taking  the  whole  of  this  together,  the 
meaning  is  plain.  He  alters  the  trust,  in  respect  of  the  same 
unenumerated  properties  as  before,  less  the  one  then  specially  deducted. 

The  question  has  jiow  to  be  considered  to  what  extent  and  in 
what  manner  Mrs.  Sosking^e  rights  are  affected,  by  the  issue  of 
the  Crown  grant.  The  respondents  contend,  as  we  have  already 
noticed,  that  any  such  rights  are  thereby  wholly  barred.  It  was 
suggested,  that  possibly  the  Crown  was  entitled  to  give  the  land,  in 
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assuming  that  the  Crown  was  bound  to  grant,  in  cases  of  this  kind,      Clabkjs 
to  the  parties  representing,   or  belieyed  to  represent,  the  original  ^* 

A.  SRR  Ys 


promisee  of  the  land,  the  Crown  had  here  by  its  officers  investigated 
the  title,  and  issued  a  grant  to  the  trustees  of  the  will,  in  the  discharge 
{or,  at  least,  the  intended  discharge)  of  that  duty.  In  deciding  who 
were  the  parties  entitled,  the  Crown  was  not  fettered  by  technical 
rules ;  and,  if  those  were  rejected,  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  it  had 
decided  rightly.  But,  if  its  decision  was  wrong,  the  consequence  would 
be,  not  that  the  trustees  were  to  transfer  to  the  complainants,  but 
that,  as  there  would  be  no  such  trusts  as  those  supposed,  the  grant 
would  either  be  void,  or  there  would  be  a  resulting  trust,  now  existing 
in  the  Crown.  For  this,  Lewin  on  Trusts  134  to  137,  and  cases  there, 
ivere  cited.  On  behalf  of  the  complainants,  on  the  contrary,  it  was 
urged  that  Terrfs  trustees,  by  representing  themselves  to  be  the  parties 
entitled,  and  accepting  the  grant  made  to  them  as  so  entitled,  had 
become  virtually  trustees  for  the  real  owners,  or  iKose  who  ought  to 
have  been  thereby  made  the  owners  of  the  disputed  property ;  and  that 
they  ought  to  be  decreed,  accordingly,  to  convey  it  to  the  trustees  of 
Mrs.  Hosking yi\iQ  only  parties  entitled  thereto. 

Before  proceeding  to  deliver  our  judgment  on  this  part  of  the  case, 
it  will  be  convenient  to  notice  the  provisions  of  the  Act  5  Will.  IV, 
No.  21,  and  to  set  out  the  material  parts  of  the  grant  in  question, 
which,  it  appears  was  issued  under  the  authority  of  that  Act.  The 
first  section  recites  a  previous  statute,  the  4  Will.  IV,  No.  0,  and  that 
its  provisions  had  been  found  beneficial,  in  settling  disputed  claims  to 
grants  of  land,  and  that  it  was  expedient  *'  to  renew  the  same,  with 
certain  alterations"  ;  and  then  it  enacts  that  the  Governor  may  appoint 
three  Commissioners,  "  for  examining  and  reporting  upon"  all  claims  to 
grants,  or  applications  for  grants,  which  should  be  referred  to  them. 
By  s.  3,  these  claims  are  more  specifically  described,  as  the  claims  of 
persons  "to  have  grants  of  land  in  due  form  executed  to  them,  in 
performance  of  the  promise  of  any  Governor"  of  the  Colony ;  and  the 
Commissioners  are  to  report  upon  such  claims,  when  referred  to  them 
by  the  Governor,  for  his  information  and  guidance.  By  s.  4,  the  Com- 
missioners are  to  be  guided  by  the  *'  real  justice  and  good  conscience 
of  the  case,  without  regard  to  legal  forms  and  solemnities,"  and  when 
aatisfied  that  the  person  claiming  "  is  entitledy  in  equity  and  good 
conscience,  to  hold  the  land,  and  to  have  a  grant  thereof  "  made  to 
him,  the  Commissioners  are  to  report  the  same ;  but  the  Governor  is, 
nevertheless,  not  to  be  thereby  compelled  to  issue  a  grant,  unless  he 
shall  think  proper. 


Stephen  C.  J« 


V. 

Terry. 
Stephen  C.J. 
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1853.  The  4  Will.  IV,  No.  0,  wKich  had  recently  expired,  contained  Bimilar 

Clarke  proyisionB.  It  cited  that  many  persons  had  obtained  possession  o£ 
lands,  by  the  authority  of  the  seyeral  Governors  of  the  Colony,  under 
promise  of  grants  to  be  duly  made  to  them ;  but  that  such  grants  had 
been  unavoidably  delayed,  and  the  lands  had  come  into  the  possession 
of  others,  claiming  to  hold  them  "  as  their  just  and  lawful  right"  under 
the  original  possessors ;  and  that,  in  many  cases,  it  was  impossible  to 
produce  such  legal  titles,  as  would  enable  the  Supreme  Court  to  take 
cognizance  of  them ;  and  that  it  was  necessary  that  a  remedy  should 
be  provided,  and  grants  be  made  to  persons  who  had  the  jusi  right 
thereto^  obtained  as  aforesaid : — and  then  it  authorised  Commissioners, 
appointed  by  the  Governor,  to  report  upon  all  applications  for  grants, 
by  persons  holding  or  claiming  to  hold  lands,  under  those  who  had 
originally  obtained  possession  of  them,  under  any  such  promise  as 
aforesaid. 

We  pause  here  to  observe,  first  that  the  Commissioners  thus  appear 
to  have  been  appointed,  not  as  a  Court  to  hear  and  determine,  but  only 
in  aid  of  the  Governor,  to  assist  him  in  determining,  and,  secondly,  that 
the  applications  of  parties  claiming  derivatively,  from  the  original 
promisees  of  land,  supposing  the  position  of  the  former  to  be  in  point 
of  fact  established,  are  treated  as  matters  of  right.  In  other  words, 
the  Governor,  as  the  agent  of  the  Crown  in  that  respect,  is  recognised 
as  being  bound  to  issue  grants,  in  the  name  of  the  Crown,  to  those 
persons,  and  those  only,  who  are  entitled  to  represent  such  promisees* 
What  shall  be  the'remedy,  in  case  the  Governor  decides  erroneously,  the 
legislature  has  not  declared,  and  we  are  not  now  called  on  to  determine. 
It  is  greatly  to  be  lamented,  that  such  a  remedy  was  not  specifically 
provided.  This  Court  may,  in  some  eases,  very  probably,  be  enabled 
to  apply  one.  If,  however,  such  important  questions  of  law,  as  those 
on  which  the  right  of  the  devisees,  or  of  the  heir,  depended  in  this  case, 
and  which  may  involve  (as  we  understand  is  here  involved)  property  to 
the  amount  of  many  thousand  pounds,  can  be  decided  thus  without 
correction  or  appeal,  the  law  which  has  created  such  a  state  of  things, 
one  not  existing  with  respect  to  any  other  tribunal,  would  clearly  seem 
to  demand  revision.  It  was  decided  in  this  Court,  in  the  case  of 
Walker  v.  Webb  by  Mr.  Justice  d'Becketty  then  Primary  Equity  Judge, 
that  a  person  who  has  obtained  a  grant,  on  an  erroneous  recommenda« 
tion  of  the  Commissioners,  may,  under  certain  circumstances,  be  dealt 
with  as  a  trustee,  by  implication,  for  the  party  really  entitled,  and  be 
compelled  to  convey  accordingly.  But  in  that  case  there  had  been 
concealment  practised,  and  there  was  a  clause  in  the  grant,  not  inserted 
in  the  present,  saving  the  right  of  all  parties  other  than  the  grantee. 
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on  that  clause,  and  there  are  passages  in  the  judgment,  which  imply  an      Clabke 

opinion  that  a  similar  decree  might  be  obtained,  even  in  cases  such  as 

this. 


Terry. 


On  that  verj  important  question,  since  it  is  not  necessary  to  do  so, 
we  intend  here  to  offer  no  opinion.  But  we  thiuk  ourselves  called  on 
to  deny,  notwithstanding  the  arguments  advanced  in  support  of  the 
position,  that  the  Commissioners  for  investigating  Claims  to  Land  can 
decide,  or  report  on  them,  on  any  other  than  the  same  principles, 
where  a  question,  at  least,  of  construction  shall  arise,  which  govern 
Courts  and  Judges  in  such  cases.  The  expressions  used  in  the  5  Will. 
lY,  s.  4,  that  the  Commissioners  are  to  be  guided  by  equity  and  good 
conscience,  without  regard  to  legal  forms  and  solemnities,  (especially 
when  read  in  connection  with  the  previous  Act,  the  recital  in  which 
shows  the  object  of  their  introduction)  do  not  imply  more  than  this, 
that  a  perfect  legal  title,  from  the  promisee,  or  his  assigns,  is  not  to 
be  deemed  necessary.  The  efEect  sought  to  be  given  to  the  enactment, 
it  is  clear,  would  render  uncertain  every  question  referred  to  these 
Commissioners,  and  subject  all  titles  to  the  mercy  of  the  loosest,  and 
most  vague  and  varying  interpretation. 

The  grant  in  this  case,  dated  the  5th  April,  1839,  recites  it  to  be  in 
fulfilment  of  a  promise,  made  by  the  Governor,  Ralph  Darling  ta 
Thomas  Jamieson ;  and  that  the  present  instruments  conveying  tbe 
land^  on  the  trusts  of  the  will  of  Samuel  Terry^  was  in  accordance  with 
the  Eeport  of  the  Commissioners,  appointed  under  the  5  Will.  IV, 
No.  21 : — And  then  Her  Majesty,  of  her  special  grace,  grants  the  land 
in  question,  to  the  trustees  mentioned  in  the  codicils,  and  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  to  hold  to  them  and  their  heirs,  *^  to  the  several  trusts 
and  uses  declared  in  the  will  of  the  said  Samuel  Terry" 

We  think,  that  these  trusts  may  be  understood,  without  much 
dif&culty,  to  be  those  declared  by  the  last  codicil,  on  the  principle 
already  mentioned,  that,  after  a  republication,  all  the  testamentary 
papers,  combined,  are  taken  to  constitute  one  will  only.  But  the 
**"  trusts  and  uses,"  must,  in  our  opinion,  be  taken  to  be  those  which 
are  declared  (or  were  supposed  to  have  been  declared)  concerning  the 
land  forming  the  subject  oE  the  grant.  And  as,  according  to  the 
judgment  here  expressed,  that  land  was  not  included  in  the  devise, 
there  are  no  such  trusts  or  uses  existing.  The  land,  therefore,  we 
conceive,  has  reverted  to  the  Crown,  as  on  a  resulting  trust.  If,  how- 
ever, the  true  construction  of  the  grant  be,  that  the  land  is  given 
(whether  it  really  passed  by  the  will  or  not)  on  trust  for  Edward 


Stei)hen  C.J,. 


r. 

Terry. 
Stephen  C.J. 
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18o3.  Terry ,  and  in  case  of  his  death  without  issue,  on  trust  for  the  parties 
Clarke  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  codicil  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  then  no  doubt  the  question 
would  ari^e  for  decision,  whether  the  error  into  which  the  Crown  has 
been  led,  in  granting  the  property  in  dispute  to  persons  not  entitled 
thereto,  could  in  such  a  case  as  this  be  corrected.  In  the  view  which 
we  take  of  the  subject,  however,  (though  the  question  is  one  of  great 
difficulty,)  the  remedy  is  here  in  the  hands  of  the  Crown.  And,  since 
the  respondents  have  therefore  nothing  to  convey,  the  application 
against  them  fails,  and  the  Eule  obtained  by  the  complainants  must  be 
discharged. 

On  the  subject  of  costs,  we  hare  felt  much  hesitation.  The  respon- 
dents have  failed,  wholly  in  maintaining  any  title  to  this  land,  under 
the  will.  They  (or  the  trustees)  have  procured  a  grant  of  it  not- 
withstanding, to  be  made  to  them.  On  the  main  point  of  contest, 
therefore,  the  question  of  title,  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is  against 
them.  On  the  other  hand,  the  result  of  the  particular  proceeding  is 
in  their  favour.  Moreover,  of  the  respondents  some  are  trustees, 
bound  to  protect  their  cestui  que  trusts,  entitled  to  protect  themselves. 
And,  in  applying  for  the  grant,  at  any  rate,  whether  it  be  inequitable 
or  not,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  to  retain  it,  the  trustees  appear  only  to 
have  done  what  they  thought  was  their  duty.  It  must  be  added,  how- 
ever, that  with  this  propriety  of  conduct,  or  with  the  position  of  the 
respondents,  the  complainants  have  nothing  to  do ;  for,  referentially 
to  the  land  the  parties  litigant  are  strangers.  The  complainants, 
therefore,  had  their  application  succeeded,  would  have  been  entitled  to 
costs.  The  cases  are  all  collected,  on  this  point,  after  argument,  in 
Walker  v.  Webb ;  and  that  result  is  clearly  deducible  from  them.  But 
the  respondents  here,  although  they  in  form  succeed,  hare  substantially 
failed.  We  tbink,  therefore,  that  we  meet  the  ji^stice  of  the  case,  and 
violate  no  principle  or  rule,  by  discharging  the  rule  Nisi  without  costs 
on  either  side. 

Eule  discharged ^  icithout  costs. 
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COET  t>.  MOFFIT.  (1)  1853. 

April  29. 
Libel — Justification — For  the  pvhlie  heneJU — Amendment, 

Stephen  C.J. 

The  justification  of  a  libel,  on  the  ground  that  the  publication  thereof  was  for        ^  and^'* 
the  public  benefit,  should  state  the  reasons  why  it  was  beneficial.  TJierry  J. 

{Per  the  Chief  Justice  and  Therry^  J. ;  Dickinson,  J.,  dissentients.)  Where  the 
Court  on  the  argument  of  a  demurrer  is  in  a  position  to  see  what  a  proposed 
amendment  would  amount  to,  it  is  incumbent  on  them,  for  the  saying  of  expense 
and  delay,  to  say  whether,  when  the  amendment  is  made,  the  open  statement 
of  these  facts  might  be  alleged  to  be  a  statement  for  the  public  benefit. 

A  plea  of  **  truth  "  and  "  for  the  public  benefit,"  without  any  reason  assigned,  is 
made  good  by  inserting  ayerments  that  plaintiff  was  still  a  practising  attorney  at 
the  time  of  publishing  the  alleged  libel,  and  that  there  was  a  likelihood  of  his  being 
employed  by  Her  Majesty's  subjects  in  matters  of  trust,  if  they  remained  ignorant 
of  this  delinquency,  &c. 

This  was  a  demurrer  to  the  defendant's  plea.  The  action  was  for  an 
alleged  libel,  charging  the  plaintiff,  an  attorney,  practising  chiefly  at 
the  Police  Court,  with  having,  in  effect,  combined  with  the  Inspector 
of  Nuisances  to  lay  an  information,  under  the  Master  and  Servants' 
Act,  against  Mr.  JEnfwisJe,  with  reference  to  a  case,  wherein,  to  the 
plaintiff's  own  knowledge,  there  was,  on  the  part  of  Entwisle,  no 
moral  delinquency,  and  by  assuring  the  latter  that  he  was  certain  to 
be  convicted,  causing  him  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  for  plaintiff's  fees, 
and  for  a  fee  to  the  Inspector  of  Nuisances.  The  plea  avowed  the 
truth  of  the  alleged  libel,  and  averred  it  was  for  the  public  benefit. 
This  was  demurred  to  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  allegation  to 
show  why,  or  upon  what  principle,  it  became  for  the  advantage  of  the 
public  to  publish  a  statement  of  these  matters.  It  was  also  contended 
that  the  publication  of  a  single  act  of  delinquency  (assuming  such  to 
have  occurred)  was  not  advantageous  to  the  public. 

Their  Ko^'Obs  were  unanimous  in  holding  that  the  plea  was  bad  for 
the  omission  already  stated.  Besides  setting  out  the  facts  and 
averring  that  the  statement  of  them  was  put  forth  in  the  alleged  libel 
for  the  public  benefit,  the  plea  should  go  on  to  state  the  reasons  why 
it  was  for  the  advantage  of  the  public  this  should  be  done.  There  was 
a  difference  of  opinion,  however,  as  io  whether,  having  thus  decided,  it 
was  proper  for  the  Court  to  go  further  and  say  whether,  presuming 

(I)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  April  30,  1858. 
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1853.        there  would  be  an  amendment  of  the  plea  in  accordance  with  the  posi- 


Q^^y       tion  assumed  in  argument,  as  to  the  plaintiff  being  an  attorney,  &c., 
^'  the  plea  thus  amended  would  be  a  good  one.    It  was  the  opinion  of 

the  Chief  Justice  and  Therrtfy  J.,  that,  as  the  argument  of  the  case  had 
placed  the  Court  in  a  position  to  see  what  the  amendment,  if  permitted, 
would  amount  to,  it  was  incumbent  on  them,  for  the  saving  of  expense 
and  delay,  to  say  whether  when  this  amendment  was  made  the  open 
statement  of  these  facts  might  be  alleged  to  be  a  statement  for  the 
public  benefit;  Dickinson,  J.,  on  the  other  hand,  admitting  that 
although  it  came  within  the  province  of  a  Judge  to  pronounce  a  deci- 
sion as  to  the  value  of  a  particular  amendment  when  he  arrived  at  a 
conclusion  with  reference  to  it,  did  not  think  it  was  obligatory  on  the 
Judge  to  do  this,  and  not  being  obligatory,  he  thought  it  undesirable 
because  the  Bench  was  thus  bound  to  an  opinion  without  having  had 
the  particular  question  with  reference  to  which  it  was  pronouced 
argued  so  perfectly  as  it  must  necessarily  be  if  it  became  the 
subject  of  a  further  demurrer  after  the  amendment  had  been  made. 
The  decision  of  the  majority  of  their  Honors  was  that  the  plea 
would  be  rendered  good  by  inserting  averments  that  the  plaintiff 
was  still  a  practising  attorney  at  the  time  of  publishing  the  alleged 
libel,  and  that  there  was  a  likelihood  of  his  being  employed  by  Her 
Majesty's  subjects  in  matters  of  trust,  if  they  remained  ignorant  of 
this  delinquency,  consequently  that  this  publication  was  necessary  to 
put  them  on  their  guard,  and,  being  thus  necessary,  it  was  a  privileged 
statement  made  for  the  public  benefit.  Assuming  that  the  facts  were 
as  pleaded,  the  case  would  undoubtedly,  in  a  professional  man,  be  one 
of  great  delinquency,  and  although  it  might  seem  hard  that  any  one 
single  act  of  this  description  should  be  made  the  means  of  destroying 
the  practitioner's  whole  prospects,  the  interests  and  prospects  of  the 
individual  must  give  way  to  the  interests  of  the  public  generally.  The 
argument  was  conclusive  that  if  a  professional  man  who  might  be  thus 
employed  in  matters  requiring  high  integrity  had,  in  his  professional 
capacity,  been  guilty  of  such  conduct  as  was  here  pleaded,  it  must  be 
for  the  advantage  of  those  who  might  employ  him  that  they  should 
know  it. 

Leave  was  therefore  granted  to  amend,  but  the  amendment  to  be 
limited  to  the  insertion  of  the  allegations  already  alluded  to. 

Order  accordingly. 
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[Ix  Equity.] 
COOPER  V.  THE  COEPOEATION  OF  SYDNEY.  (1)  1853. 


June  8. 
Injunction — Right  to  water  of  flovnng  stream — Occasional  Jlow — Surface  water —       Sept,  28. 

Twenty  yeara^  enjoyment  of  easement — Limitation  of  powers  given  by  an  Act  of    ^  _,  _ 

The  plaintiff  sought  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  making  a  trench  upon  the      Therry  J« 
^yater  Reserve,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  water  from  a  swamp  therein,  on 
the  ground  that  the  trench  would  intercept  water  naturally  flowing  on  to  the 
plaintiff's  land. 

Held,  that  if  the  stream  wore  temporary,  and  casual  only,  an  overflow  at  times 
of  the  surplus  water  of  the  swamp,  no  right  was  vested  thereby  in  the  plaintiff, 
but  if  the  stream  were  in  a  channel,  between  banks,  continually  or  habitually  so 
flowing,  the  water  which  would  naturally  reach  the  stream  could  not  legally  be 
abstracted,  whether  such  water  were  undeigronnd  or  not. 

The  evidence  on  this  point  being  contradictory,  an  issue  was  directed. 

Quaere,  will  twenty  years'  enjoyment  of  the  flow,  if  not  habitual,  but  casual 
and  accidental  only,  give  the  plaintiff  a  right  thereto,  or  will  not  the  presumption 
of  a  Crown  grant  thereof  be  too  violent  to  be  adopted  ? 

The  Corporation,  having  the  control  of  the  water  supply  of  Sydney,  by  14  Vic, 
No.  41,  s.  72,  previously  exercised  by  the  Crown,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Water  Tunnel  Act,  4  Will.  IV,  No.  1,  can  have  no  right,  which  an  individual  in 
such  a  case  would  not  have.  The  powers  also  expressly  given  by  the  Act,  ss.  71 
and  72  of  14  Vic.  No.  41,  must  be  taken  to  have  some  limit. 

Every  proprietor,  and,  in  general,  every  occupier,  by  reason  of  his  occupation, 
is  entitled,  as  an  incident  to  the  property  in  the  land,  to  the  reasonable  use  of  the 
water  of  any  perennial  stream,  or,  at  least,  of  any  such  stream  running  in  a 
defined  course  and  channel,  flowing  through  that  land.  And  he  is  similarly 
entitled  to  have  the  stream  continue  so  to  flow,  without  any  unreasonable  use  of 
its  water,  or  of  the  water  properly  belonging  to  it,  by  any  other  proprietor  or 
occupier. 

This  was  a  rule  nisiy  obtained  at  tbe  instance  of  Mr.  James  Cooper^ 
as  agent  of  Mr.  Daniel  Cooper^  owner  of  the  Waterloo  Estate,  calling 
upon  the  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Councillors  of  the  city  of  Sydney,  to 
show  cause  why  they  should  not  be  restrained  by  injunction  from 
proceeding  to  execute  certain  works,  which  they  were  about  to  enter 
upon  at  the  water  reserve,  formerly  known  as  the  Lachlan  Swamp. 
These  works  were  the  excavation  of  a  trench  at  the  gorge  or  narrow 
part  of  the  Swamp,  near  its  junction  with  the  Waterloo  Estate,  for 
the  collection  of  water  with  a  view  to  its  transmission  to  reservoirs  for 

O)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  May  7,  12,  June  9,  July  14,  Sept.  30,  1853. 
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1853.        the  supply  of  the  city.     The  ground  upon  which  the  injunction  was 

CoopiB      Bought  was  that  the  works  would  injure  the  plaintiff  by  stopping  the 

^       **'  flow  of  water,  which  had  hitherto,  "  from  time  immemorial,"  flowed 

Corporation  '  '  ' 

OF  Stdxet.  from  the  Lachlan  Swamp  on  to  the  Waterloo  Estate.  It  appeared 
that  the  chief  yalue  of  the  estate  was  its  copious  supply  of  water,  that 
there  had  been  twenty-five  years  uninterrupted  possession  of  the  land 
and  its  water,  that  there  were  two  wool-washing  establishments  there, 
one  of  which  would  be  stopped,  and  the  other  much  injured  by  the 
stoppage  of  the  flow  of  water.  The  eyidenoe  of  seTcral  ci?il  engineers, 
put  in  on  both  sides,  as  to  the  diminution  in  the  flow  likely  to  be  caused 
was  contradictory. 

On  the  assumption  that  the  decision  as  to  the  facts  would  be  sent  to 
a  Jury,  the  argument  was  directed  chiefly  to  the  question,  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  injunction,  or  merely  to  a  claim  for  com- 
peuEation. 

The  Solicitor-General  and  DarveJl,  for  the  Corporation.  The 
Government  received  the  power  to  do  anything  and  everything  neces- 
sary for  the  water  supply  by  the  Act  of  Council,  4  WilL  IV,  No.  I, 
generally  known  as  the  Water  Tunnel  Act,  and  not  merely  for 
obtaining  water  from  the  Lachlan  Swamp,  but  from  all  the  swamps 
and  sand-hills  in  the  parish  of  Alexandria.  This  Act  contained  a 
provision  for  compensation  to  persons  injured  thereby.  The  City 
Corporation,  created  by  6  Tic,  Xo.  3,  received  from  the  Government 
the  whole  of  the  works  connected  with  the  water  supply,  and  as 
servants  of  the  Government  must  be  assumed  to  have  all  the  necessary 
powers,  though  not  expressly  given  them  by  the  Acts  of  Incorporatioix. 
The  swamp  had  been  set  aside  for  this  express  purpose. 

Fotter  and  JBroadhurst,  in  support  of  the  application.    The  powers 

of  the  Government  under  the  Tunnel  Act,  4  Will.  IV,  No.  I,  have 

not  been  transferred  to  the  Corporation,  and  there  can  be  no  delegatiou 

by  implication.    But  the  Tunnel  Act  did  not  give  the  power  of  doing 

everything  that  was  necessary  for  procuring  the  water,  irrespective  of 

private  rights,  but  merely  the  power  of  conveying  it  by  the  tunnel  and 

distributing  it. 

CWr.  ado.  tulf. 

On  June  8, — 

JnjmS.  The  Chief  Justice  said  that  it  had  been  the  intention  of  their 

Honors  to  prepare  a  written  judgment  in  this  case,  but  the  want  of 
time,  and  the  severe  indisposition  under  which  one  of  them  (Mr. 
Justice  Therry)  had  laboured,  had  rendered  this  impracticable.  Looking 
at  the  extreme  importance  of  the  case,  however,  they  deemed  it 
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advisable  to  announce  their  deciaion  at  once,  leaving  a  written  and  ^^3. 
more  formal  judgment  to  be  afterwards  prepared,  if  it  should  be  Cooper 
found  necessary.  Thej  had  been  at  first  dieiposed  to  direct  an  issue,  ^  ^* 
but  after  a  careful  consideration  of  the  affidavits  and  of  the  cases,  or  Sydney. 
they  had  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  they  were  in  a  position  to  deal  Stephen  C.J. 
with  the  case  at  once,  and  without  thus  calling  in  the  aid  of  a  jury. 
In  the  first  place,  it  was  very  doubtful  whether  this  injunction  ought  to 
go  at  all.  There  were  conflicting  affidavits  as  to  the  nature  and  effect  of 
the  injuries  or  alleged  injuries,  and  even  if  the  applicant  would  be  likely 
to  sustain  damages  to  the  extent  which  he  and  his  surveyors  alleged, 
his  remedy  would  be  an  action.  Tho  extent,  in  point  of  value,  of  the 
damage  would  admit  of  calculation.  Suppose,  for  instance,  the  estate 
was  rendered  wholly  worthless  by  this  work  of  the  Corporation,  then 
the  measure  of  damages  would  be  the  present  value  of  the  lands.  In 
this  way  an  estimate  as  to  any  difference  in  value  could  be  made. 
But  in  the  second  place  the  Judges  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
applicant  was  entitled  to  no  redress  of  the  kind  now  asked  for.  It 
was  plain  from  the  affidavits  that  there  was  no  continuous  and  habitu- 
ally running  stream  of  water  at  the  place  in  question  which  the 
Corporation  was  seeking  fo  divert.  All  which  the  officers  of  the 
Corporation  proposed  to  do  was  to  dig  a  trench  for  the  collection  of 
water  which  percolated  below  the  surface  amidst  the  spongy  vegetable 
matter  of  which  this  swamp  was  composed.  This  water  was  accumu- 
lated from  the  fall  of  rain,  and  was  collected  on  the  surface  of  lands 
lawfully  held  to  the  Corporation  for  the  express  purpose  of  procuring 
from  thence  a  supply  of  that  element  for  the  city.  There  was  indeed 
an  occasional  overflow,  which  assumed  the  aspect  of  a  running  stream 
passing  from  the  land  of  the  Corporation  to  that  of  the  applicant. 
This,  however,  was  only  when  there  was  a  larger  quantity  of  rain  than 
usual,  and  the  swamp  contained  a  larger  quantity  of  water  than  its 
spongy  soil  would  retain.  The  surplus  then  flowed  away  on  the 
surface.  This  flow  was  consequently  a  mere  occasional  excess  or 
overflow  of  the  sub-surface  water,  and  not  a  running  stream  properly 
so  called.  Now  it  was  established  by  the  case  of  Acton  v.  Blundell  (2), 
that  the  possessor  of  land  was  entitled  to  draw  off  to  any  extent  the 
sub-surface  water  of  the  lands  which  he  thus  possessed.  If  the  mere 
fact  that  some  of  this  sub-surface  water  occasionally  rose  to  the 
surface  and  overflowed  could  place  the  owner  of  the  land  in  the  same 
position  as  if  the  water  in  dispute  was  a  stream  continually  running, 
it  would  follow  that  the  right  to  draw  off  surface  water  would  be 
destroyed,  for  no  instance  could  be  conceived  in  which  such  water 

(2)  12  M.  k  W.  324. 
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1853.        might  not  occasionally  rise  to  and  overflow  the  surface.    It  was  clear. 


Cooper      therefore,  that  even  if  this  occasional  overflow  should   be  wholly 

Corporation  P^^®^*^*^  ^7  *^®  works  which  the  Corporation  were  carrying  out, 

OF  Sydney,    their  right  to  take  this  water  would  still  be  unaffected.    It  was  unne- 

Steplun  C.J.  cessary  to  go  beyond  the  case  of  Acton  v,  Slundell,  and  to  decide 

whether  or  not  the  applicant  might  under  such  circumstances  have 

acquired  a  right  to  this  overflow  of  sub-surface  water  from  land 

contiguous  to  his  own.    The  application  must  be  dismissed,  and  with 

costs.    Mr.  Cooper,  acting  for  an  absentee  proprietor,  had  done  very 

right  in  bringing  the  matter  before  the  Court,  and  even  if  the  land 

were  his  own,  every  proprietor  had  a  right  to  maintain  the  possession 

of  every  advantage  to  which  he  conceived  himself  entitled,  but  he  had 

sought  to  obtain  a  species  of  aid  or  redress  to  n^hich  he  had  no  legal 

claim,  and  must  take  the  consequences. 

Injunction  rejused. 

June  9.  j^  j^jg  j^^gi  having  afterwards  been  obtained,  by  which  the  Corpor- 

ation was  called  upon  to  show  cause  why  the  case  should  not  be 
reopened,  both  parties  being  permitted  to  give  fresh  evidence,  on 
June  9, 

JBroadhurst,  for  the  applicant,  moved  to  make  the  rule  absolute. 

Darvally  for  the  Corporation.  The  application  is  totally  opposed  to 
the  practice.    The  plaintiff  should  commence  do  novo. 

Broadhurst,  The  object  is  not  to  produce  new  matter,  but  to  render 
more  plain  and  certain  what  had  been  already  before  the  Court, 
namely,  to  show  that  there  really  was  a  continuous  stream  of  water 
flowing  on  to  the  "Waterloo  Estate,  on  the  spot  where  the  Corporation 
proposed  to  cut  their  trench  for  the  supply  of  city. 

The  CoTTRT  granted  the  application.  The  proceeding  was  pne 
which  was  not  strictly  analogous  to  any  other,  and  in  which  the  Court 
must  establish  a  practice  for  itself.  It  approached  rather  to  a  new 
trial,  in  which  each  party,  of  course,  could  reshape  his  case  as  he 
pleased.  As  a  condition  precedent,  however,  plaintiflT  was  to  pay  the 
costs  of  this  motion  and  of  the  former  hearing,  and  a  time  was  to  be 
fixed  for  the  filing  of  the  affidavits,  the  case  coming  on  upon  the  first 
Wednesday  in  term. 

On  July  13,— 

Ju/y  13.  Foster  and  Broadhurst,  for  the  plaintiff,  renewed  the  motion  for  an 

injunction  upon  fresh  affidavits,  wherein  it  was  affirmed  that,  not  only 
was  the  flow  over  the  surface  from  the  Lachlan  Swamp  to  the  Water- 
loo Estate  continuous,  but  part  of  it  flowed  in  a  regular  channel, 
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forming,  in  fact,  a  continuous  and  habitually  running  stream,  that        1853. 
this  channel  commenced  below  where  the  Corporation  proposed  to  cut      Coofer 
their  trench,  and  that  the  trench  was  between  the  commencement  of  rjoapoRATioK 
the  channel  and  the  sources  to  the  northward  from  whence  its  water  of  Stdxey. 
was  derived.     In  the  case  of  Dickinson  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal 
Company  (3),  as  explaining  Aeton  r.  Blundell  (4),  was  relied  on. 

The  Solicitor- General  and  Darvall,  contra.  The  case  cited  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  present.    The  water  is  to  be  drawn  above  the 

eommencement  of  the  stream. 

Our,  adv.  vult. 

The  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered,  28th  September,  Sept.  28. 
by- 

The  Chief  Justice.  On  the  former  hearing  of  this  case  we 
expressed  the  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence,  or  no  clear  and 
sufficient  evidence,  especially  when  contrasted  with  that  adduced  by 
the  respondents,  of  any  continuous  and  habitually  running  stream, 
which  was  sought  to  be,  or  which  would  or  could  be,  diverted  by  the 
proposed  works  of  the  Corporation.  It  appeared  to  us,  on  a  review  of 
the  affidavits  on  both  sides,  that  there  was  only  an  occasional  overflow, 
forming^  a  temporary  or  casual  stream,  and  that  as  such  overflow  was 
produced  merely  from  the  excess  of  water,  which  arose  in  wet  seasons 
from  the  spongy  swamp,  or  marsh,  in  which  the  proposed  trench  was 
to  be  dug,  the  case  of  the  complainant  had  wholly  failed. 

A  rehearing  having  been  granted,  however,  with  liberty  to  each 
party  to  file  fresh  affidavits,  there  is  certainly  now  a  considerable 
amount  of  testimony  before  us,  not  only  respecting  the  permanency  of 
the  stream,  which  is  described  distinctly  as  running  in  a  channel,  but 
also  respecting  the  length  of  time,  specifically,  during  which  the 
channel  or  stream  of  water  has  so  flowed.  There  are  expressions  in 
flome  of  the  affidavits,  nevertheless,  relating  to  the  flow  and  course  of 
the  water  which  have  struck  us,  and  especially  when  regarding  the 
nature,  admitted  on  all  hands,  of  the  ultimate,  if  not  direct,  source  of 
its  supply,  as  not  being  altogether  free  from  ambiguity.  If  there 
were  a  constant  stream  flowing  between  hanha  (which  is  the  idea 
suggested,  and  without  which  that  of  a  continuous  flow  in  a  channel  is 
incomplete),  how  comes  it  that,  on  the  same  side  of  the  question,  we 
hear  of  a  flow  over  the  surface;  and  that  on  the  other  side  we  find 
witnesses  bold  enough  to  deny  that  continual  flow,  or  so  blind  as  never 
to  have  seen  those  banks  ?    And  if  it  be  said  that,  in  so  many  words, 

(8)  21  L.  J.  Ex.,  241.  (4)  12  M.  A  W.,  J2k 
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^^^        there  is  no  inch  denial  or  assertion,  we  answer  that  it  is  scarcely 
CoorsB      possible  to  read  the  affidants,  in  ariew  to  this  point,  without  scepticism 
CoRipRATioir  '^  ^  ^^®  existence  of  any  such  banks.     The  fact  that  there  are  such 
or  Stdkxt.   is  now  here  alleged.    Flowing  water,  over  the  surface  of  land,  indicates 
Siej*hin  C.J.  a  state  of  things  opposed  to  the  idea  of  a  streaoi,  and  scarcely  con- 
sistent with  the  supposition  of  permanency.      But,  by  one  of  the 
witnesses  the  water  is  spoken  of  as  being  in  reservoirs,  supplied  partly 
by  surplus  water  firom  the  swamp,  and  partly  by  soakage  from  water- 
sheds on  the  complainant's  own    ground.       A    constantly-running 
current  in  a  bed  or  worn  channel  would  have  been  too  obvious  to  the 
eye  to  have  admitted  of  either  equivocation  or  dispute. 

Supposing  these  points  determined,  however,  other  questions  of  no 
very  easy  solution  will  remain ;  and  to  these  we  accordingly  now 
proceed.  The  flow  of  water,  whether  permanent  or  occasional  is 
derived  ultimately  from  a  large  marsh  or  swamp,  never  alienated  by 
the  Crown,  called  (from  its  having  been  dedicated,  many  years  a^o,  to 
the  supplying  of  Sydney  with  water),  the  Water  Beserve.  No  stream 
or  spring  appears  to  exist  there ;  but  the  spongy  matter  forming  its 
bed,  retains  the  waters  which  find  their  way  thither  by  the  fall  of  rain 
or  by  percolation  underground.  A  portion  of  these  waters,  in  the 
year  1832  or  1833,  was  conveyed  by  a  tunnel  into  Sydney  ;  and  by  that 
tunnel  a  large  portion  continues  yearly  to  be  abstracted.  Other 
portions  of  the  water  from  time  to  time  overflow,  and  thence  pass  to 
lands,  more  or  less  distant,  in  the  vicinity  of  Sydney.  It  is  now  pro- 
posed to  abstract  a  further  portion  by  a  trench,  which  shall  convey  the 
water  drawn  there  by  the  percolation  or  drainage  which  will  naturally 
follow,  into  the  city,  for  general  consumption.  This  is  the  operation 
complained  of,  as  an  injury  to  the  alleged  stream  below,  which  will 
thereby,  it  is  said,  be  ruinously  diminished  in  quantity,  if  not  cut  off 
altogether.  But  the  respondents,  denying  the  exist^ice  of  that  stream, 
insist  on  their  right,  as  representing  the  Crown  in  this  matter,  to  the 
unrestricted  use  of  all  the  underground  water,  the  same  being  a 
portion  of  the  swamp  occupied  by  them.  For  this  they  rely  on  Aci&n 
r.  Blundell  (5).  And  they  contend,  secondly,  that  the  work  is,  at  all 
events,  authorised  as  one  necessary  for  procuring  a  sufficient  supply 
of  water  for  the  use  of  the  citizens,  by  provisions  in  the  Tunnel  Act, 
4  Will.  IT,  No.  1,  s.  2,  or  in  the  Corporation  Act,  14  Vic,  No.  41,  s.  72. 

On  the  assumption  that  the  stream  on  the  complainant's  land  is 
temporary  and  casual  only,  occasioned  by  an  overflow  at  times  of  the 
surplus  waters  of  the  swamp,  we  adhere  to  the  opinion  expressed  by 

(5)  12  M.  k  W.  324. 
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MB  on  the  first  hearing,  that  the  enjoyment  is  not  one  which  vests  any        ^^^' 
right  in  him,  as  against  the  defendants.    If,  however,  the  stream  be  in      Coopeb 
a  channel,  between  banks,  continually  or  habitually  so  flowing,  the  Ookporation 
case  of  Dickinson  v.  the  Grand  Junction  Oanal  Company  (6)  is  an   of  Sydney. 
authority  to  show  that  water  which  would  naturally  reach  that  stream  Stephen  C.J. 
cannot  legally  be  abstracted,  or  prevented  from  so  reaching  it ;  whether 
such  water  be  underground  or  not.    We  intend,  therefore,  to  direct 
the  trial  of  an  issue,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  fact  beyond 
dispute,  as  to  the  existence  of  such  stream  and  channel.     We  shall 
direct  also  an  inquiry  touching  the  existence  of  a  continual  or  habitual 
stream  not  between  banks,  in  order  that  the  question  may  be  further 
considered,  whether  banks  or  a  channel  be  or  not  essential  to  the 
character  of  a  flowing  stream,  such  as  gives  riparian  or  proprietary 
rights. 

There  will,  however,  be  yet  another  point  in  this  case.  If  the 
stream  or  flow  of  water  be  not  habitual,  but  be  casual  and  accidental 
only,  but  it  basin  that  state  been  enjoyed  for  twenty  years  or  upwards, 
will  the  complainant  or  not  have  thereby  acquired  a  right,  which 
(according  equally  to  both  the  cases  cited)  cannot  now  be  prejudiced 
by  the  exercise  of  any  other  independent  right  ?  And  this  will  open 
the  very  important  question  how  cases  of  twenty  years'  enjoyment  of 
easements  are  to  be  dealt  with  in  this  Colony.  The  statute  for 
shortening  the  time  of  prescription,  2  and  3  Will.  lY,  c.  71,  has  not 
been  adopted  here.  Can  the  Court,  then,  in  such  cases,  as  Judges 
used  to  do  in  England,  before  the  passing  of  that  enactment,  direct  the 
Jury  to  presume  a  grant  ?  And,  if  we  did  so,  could  such  a  direction 
be  safely  acted  on?  In  England,  whatever  may  be  said  as  to  the 
practice,  there  would  be  comparatively  little  difficulty  on  either  point. 
We  should  be  met  with  this  consideration  here,  however,  on  the 
threshold,  that  all  lands  have  been,  throughout  the  Colony,  at  a  very 
recent  date,  in  the  hands  of  the  Crown,  and  that  there  con  be  no  grant 
from  the  Crown,  except  by  record  open  to  everybody.  But,  in  addition 
to  this,  the  Crown  has  never  occupied  or  used  the  land,  from  whence 
the  water  claimed  is  derived,  except  only  for  the  purpose  of  supplying 
the  city  with  that  element.  Would  not  the  presumption,  therefore, 
of  a  Crown  grant,  conveying  to  an  individual  the  surplus,  or  casual 
overflowing  of  the  water  from  that  land,  be  too  violent  to  be  adopted  by 
any  tribunal  ? 

The  other  questions  of  law,  connected  with  this  portion  of  the  case, 
may  easily  be  disposed  of.     The  Crown,  or  the  Corporation  of  the 

(6)  7  Exch.  282,  and  16  Jur.  200. 
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1863.  City,  representing  the  Crown  in  this  matter,  irrespective  of  any  powers 
Cooper  conferred  by  the  Legislature,  can  have  no  right,  which  an  indiyidual 
Corporation  ^^  ^'^^^  *  ^^^  would  not  have.  The  respondents  have  not,  it  would 
OP  Sydney,  seem,  obtained  any  grant  of  the  "Water  Beserve  ;  but  it  is  sworn,  and  is 
Stephen  O.J.  not  as  a  fact  disputed,  that  they  are,  and  have  been  for  many  years,  in 
possession  of  it,  by  the  authority  of  the  Crown,  for  the  purpose  to 
which  (though  not,  it  appears,  by  any  formal  act  or  instrument),  the 
land  has  been  dedicated.  They  are  entitled  to  exercise,  therefore,  all 
the  rights  of  the  Crown  in  respect  of  that  land.  But,  if  the  Crown 
has  granted  land  to  the  complainant,  or  some  one  under  whom  he 
claims  every  advantage  physically  connected  with  it  belongs  to  the 
grantee,  or  his  assigns,  for  the  Crown  cannot  derogate  from  its  own 
grant.  Whether  the  Crown  granted,  in  addition,  any  casual  or  acci- 
dental advantage,  such  as  that  of  the  enjoyment  of  water,  temporarily 
overflowing  (or  which  might  at  times  overflow)  from  underground 
sources  on  land  remaining  in  its  possession,  is  to  be  shown.  Every 
proprietor,  however,  and,  in  general,  every  occupier,  by  reason  of  his 
occupation,  is  entitled,  as  an  incident  to  the  property  in  the  land,  to 
the  reasonable  use  of  the  water  of  any  perennial  stream,  (or,  at  least, 
of  any  such  stream  running  in  a  defined  course  and  channel),  flowing 
through  that  land.  And  he  is  similarly  entitled,  and  for  the  same 
reason,  to  have  the  stream  continue  so  to  flow,  without  any  unreasonable 
use  of  its  water,  or  of  the  water  properly  belonging  to  it,  by  any  other 
proprietor  or  occupier.  These  positions  are  established,  by  the  cases 
already  cited,  and  by  JSmhrey  v,  Owen,  6  Ezch.  353,  and  15  Jurist  637. 
The  law,  therefore,  which  affects  the  case  generally,  in  common  with 
others  of  its  class,  is  sufficiently  intelligible. 

The  second  point,  however,  on  which  the  respondents  rest  their 
defence,  appears  to  us  to  be  of  considerable  difficulty.  The  Act  of 
4  Will.  lY,  does  not  touch  the  question,  for  it  relates  exclusively  to 
the  tunnelj  and  works  necessary  for  its  construction  or  repair.  But 
the  14  Yic,  No.  41,  ss.  71  and  72  are  not  so  easily  disposed  of.  By 
these,  which  are  in  the  same  terms  as  sections  87  and  88  of  the  former 
Act  the  City  Council  are  authorised  not  merely  to  make  aqueducts, 
reservoirs,  cuts,  tunnels,  sluices,  and  waterworks,  in  and  through  the 
City,  but  they  may  ''  make  and  maintain  other  works,'*  as  they  may 
think  proper ;  and  may  dig,  bore,  and  trench,  for  making  or  maintaining 
any  such  waterworks,  and,  "  for  effecting  the  purposes  aforesaid,"  they 
may  enter  upon  and  pass  over  any  river,  stream,  road,  waste  lands,  or 
street,  in  the  City  or  its  vicinity ;  and  construct,  and  do,  all  such 
matters  and  things  as  may  be  deemed  necessary,  for  making  or  im- 
proving such  waterworks,  and  for  bringing  a  sufficient  supply  of  water 
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for  'the  cittfy  provided  that  thej  shall  make  full  satisfaction  to  the        1S53. 


owners  and  occupiers  of  all  lands  or  other  hereditaments^  taken,  used,      Cooper 
or  injured,  for  all  damage  sustained  by  them  by  the  execution  of  any  ^       ^• 
of  those  powers.  oy  Sydney. 

The  enactment,  therefore,  18  comprehensive,  though  strangely  worded,  ^i^  '*  •  • 
Mention  is  made  of  satisfaction,  for  (among  other  things)  taking 
lands,  but  no  express  power  is  given  to  take  any  lands.  And  no  means 
whatever  are  pointed  out  for  compelling  payment  of  this  satisfaction, 
or  even  of  ascertaining  or  estimating  its  amount.  The  Council  may 
enter  on  lands,  if  waste  ;  but  other  lands  are  not  mentioned,  nor  is  it 
said  what  shall  be  deemed  waste  lands.  So,  they  may  enter  on  and 
over  streams;  but  nothing  is  said  respecting  abstracting  the  water 
from  them.  And  waters,  not  being  streams,  it  would  appear,  are 
excluded.  They  may  dig  and  trench,  in  order  to  make  and  maintain 
the  waterworks,  but  not  in  order  to  supply  them  with  water.  The 
Council  have  power,  nevertheless,  in  terms,  to  enter  on  streams  and 
waste  lands,  in  Sydney  and  its  vicinity  (which,  we  suppose,  will 
include  equally  the  complainant's  land,  and  that  of  the  swamp), 
and  not  only  to  do  such  things,  as  shall  be  necessary  to  make  water- 
works, in  the  city  but  as  shall  be  necessary  (or  deemed  necessary),  for 
bringing  a  "  sufficient  supply  of  water  "  to  it.  If  these  words  stood 
alone,  there  would  be  less  room  for  doubt.  It  is  not  perfectly  clear, 
however,  that  they  are  not  limited  and  restrained,  by  the  previous 
part  of  the  section.  That  the  words  must  have  some  limit,  seems  to  be 
req  uired  by  common  sense.  It  would  hardly  be  contended,  for  instance, 
that  the  Council  could  enter  on  any  cultivated  property  whatever,  in 
the  vicinity  of  Sydney,  and  withdraw  all  the  water  from  it,  because 
the  operation  was  deemed  necessary,  to  supply  water  to  the  metropolis. 
And,  if  an  unlimited  construction  be  given  to  these  words,  what 
occasion  was  there  for  all  which  precedes  ? 

As  the  case  must  again  come  before  us,  we  throw  out  these 
suggestions  as  matter  for  future  argument.  But  the  principal  ques- 
tion to  which  we  would  direct  attention,  is  this,  whether  the  pro- 
viso, at  the  end  of  the  sections,  is  or  not  in  the  nature  of  a  condition; 
and  whether,  therefore,  if  the  complainant  have  the  right  which  he 
asserts,  the  injury  sought  to  be  done  to  it  by  the  respondents  can  be 
justified,  until  after  that  satisfaction  shall  have  been  made,  for  which 
the  enactment  so  imperfectly  provides. 

In  the  meantime,  for  the  solution  of  the  matters  of  fact  above 
referred  to,  and  that  the  Court  may  be  in  a  position  to  dispose  of  the 
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IS5S.        whole  case,  on  the  coming  in  of  the  yerdict  upon  them  ;  we  direct  the 
CoopsB      ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  following  questions  in  the  form  of  an  Issue,  at  the  next 

^       ^-  ensuinc^  sittings  for  causes. 

Corporation  °  ® 

1.  Is  there  a  running  stream,  in  a  channel  hetween  hanks,  flowing 
Stephen  C.J.  (.Qntinuaiiy  q^  hahituallj  in  such  channel,  from  land  of  the  Crown  (or 

of  parties  other  than  the  complainant),  into  and  through  the  com- 
plainant's land 

2.  If  not  flowing  hetween  banks,  or  in  channel,  yet  is  there  in  fact 
a  continually  or  habitually  flowing  stream,  from  land  as  aforesaid,  to 
and  over  the  complainant's  land  ? 

3.  Is  the  complainant's  land  held,  or  claimed,  under  any  grant  thereof 
from  the  Crown  ?  and  did  the  stream  so  flow  at  the  date  of  such  grant  ? 

4.  If  not  a  continually  or  habitually  running  stream,  yet  has  there 
been  an  occasional  flow  or  current  on  to  the  complainant's  land  from 
natural  sources  (under  ground  or  otherwise)  for  a  period  of  twenty 
years  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  or  upwards  ? 

5.  Will  the  proposed  works  of  the  Corporation  injure  those  of  the 
complainant,  or  senaibly  diminish  the  supply  of  water  necessary  for 
them? 

The  Solitdior- General,  for  the  respondents,  Buggested  that  these 
issues  would  not  precisely  meet  the  justice  of  the  case,  because  it 
might  be,  that  there  was  a  stream  at  the  tail  o£  the  swamp,  which 
flowed  on  to  the  applicant's  land,  although  at  the  place  where  it  was 
proposed  to  cut  the  trench  the  surface  of  the  swamp  might  be  quite 
flat. 

The  Court  granted  leave  to  send  in  proposals  for  amended  issues, 
with  a  reservation,  that  counsel  might  be  heard  on  this  matter,  if 
necessary. 
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Ex  parte  BOBERTS.  (I)  jg53 

Prohib'tion^TenemenU  Meoooerjf  Act^ll    Vic.,  No,  2^Determintttion  of  weekly       "^^V  18. 

Unancsf^Notice.  Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J. 
A  statutory  prohibition  may  not  be  granted  in  respect  of  proceedings  under  the  and 

Tenements  Recovery  Act,  11  Vic,  No.  2  (2).  Therry  J. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  at  common  law  to  grant  a  Prohibition  against 
magistrates  is  limited  to  cases  where  their  decision  is  demonstrably  wrong. 

In  the  absence  of  any  official  contract,  or  of  any  proof  of  a  specific  custom  as  to 
the  giving  of  a  week*s  notice,  notice  need  not  be  given  to  a  weekly  tenant,  to 
<letermine  the  tenancy. 

Motion  for  a  Prohibition  under  the  Tenements'  Summary  Recoverj 
Act. 

Stephen y  moved  to  make  the  rule  absolute. 
Dircall,  contra. 

The  Chief  Jctstice  said  a  question  had  been  raised  as  to  whether 
the  Court  had  jurisdiction  in  this  case  under  the  Prohibition  Act,  and 
the  principle  laid  down  in  ex  parte  Towns  (3)  was,  that  such  jurisdic- 
tion extended  only  to  cases  which  were  either  of  a  criminal  nature,  or 
savoured  of  criminality  in  their  character,  but  whether  the  Court  had 
this  statutory  jurisdiction,  or  had  merely  the  jurisdiction  given  by  the 
common  law,  this  was  not  a  case  in  which  they  felt  called  upon  to 
interpose.  The  material  question  in  the  case  was,  whether  or  not  the 
tenancy  was  a  weekly  one,  and,  upon  looking  carefully  through  the 
affidavits,  it  was  clear  that  there  was  evidence  on  both  sides.  Two  of 
their  Honors  were  of  opinion  that  the  preponderance  of  this  evidence 
was  in  favour  of  the  conclusion  at  which  the  magistrates  had  arrived ; 
but  at  any  rate  it  could  not  be  said  that  the  decision  of  the  magis- 
trates was  demonstrably  wrong,  and  it  was  only  in  that  case  that 
the  powers  of  the  Court  at  Common  Law  would  warrant  the  granting 
of  this  application.  Taking  it  as  established  that  the  tenancy  was  a 
weekly  one,  the  only  remaining  question  was,  whether  this  had  been 
properly  terminated  by  an  eleven  days*  notice,  the  term  of  which  was 
not  shown  to  end  on  the  same  day  as  the  tenancy.  In  the  argument 
of  this  branch  of  the  case,  it  had  been  taken  for  granted  on  all  hands 

(1)  The  Sydney  Aformng  ITerald,  July  15,  19,  1853.        (2)  Repealed  by  17  Vic, 

No.  10.        (3)  Ante,  p.  708. 
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1853.        that  the  law  required  the  giving  of  a  week's  notice  to  a  weekly  tenant ; 

j^  paru~  ^^^  ^^  ^^  eleventh  hour  a  case  had  been  cited  by  one  of  their  Honors 

Roberts.     (Mr.  Justice  Dickinson)  which  went  to  show  that  no  suck  notice  was 

Stephen  C.J.  necessary.    On  considering  this  matter  carefully,  and  looking  through 

the  authorities,  they  could  arrive  at  no  other  conclusion  than  that  the 

law  was  as  it  had  been  stated  in  that  case,  that,  in  the  absence  of  any 

special  contract,  or  of  any  proof  of  specific  custom  as  to  the  giving  of 

a  week*8  notice,  there  notice  need  not  be  given  to  a  weekly  tenant* 

The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged. 
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EEGINA  V,  FORD.  (1)  1853. 


Breach  of  the  peace — Challenge  to  a  dud,  ^ 

Stephen  C.J. 
The  conviction  of  a  defendant  under  a  charge  of  using  certain  expreesions  -t/»cA?t7i«m  J. 
towards  another,  calling  him  a  liar  and  a  coward,  &c,  for  the  purpose  of  provoking      Thpf-ry  J 
him  to  commit  a  breach  of  the  peace,  by  sending  a  challenge,  is  good,  aa  the  terms 
could  only  have  been  used  with  intent  to  provqke  a  breach  of  the  peace. 

Motions  in  arrest  of  judgment  andffor  a  new  trial,  both  being  argued 
together  bj  Foster  and  JBroadhurst,  for  the  defendant,  and  Darvally  for 
the  prosecution.  The  charge  was  for  using  certain  expressions  towards 
the  prosecutor,  calling  him  a  liar  and  a  coward,  &c.,  for  the  purpose  of 
provoking  him  to  commit  a  breach  of  the  peace,  b j  sending  a  challenge. 
The  ground  of  both  motions  was,  in  effect,  that  the  use  and  the  object 
of  this  language  must  be  regarded  as  being  a  mere  expression  of  a  con- 
temptuous opinion,  and  not  as  an  attempt  to  proToke  a  challenge. 

Their  Honors  held  that  such  terms  could  have  been  used  with  no 
other  object  than  to  incite  to  a  breach  of  the  peace,  such  being  their 
palpable  tendency  ;  consequently  that  there  was  a  misdemeanour  pro- 
perly charged  in  the  indictment,  and  fully  established  by  the  evidence. 

The  Chief  Justice,  before  whom  the  case  was  tried,  then  proceeded 
to  pass  sentence  on  the  defendant.  In  so  doing.  His  Honor  dwelt 
upon  the  necessity  of  repressing  all  attempts  of  this  nature  to  revive 
the  now  universally  condemned  practice  of  duelling ;  and  commended 
the  course  taken  by  Mr.  Polhell  in  appealing  to  the  laws  for  redress,, 
rather  than  coimtenancing,  for  an  instant,  the  hostile  views  with  which 
the  insult  had  evidently  been  accompanied.  This  gentleman  in  fact, 
could  not,  His  Honor  remarked,  have  acted  otherwise  without  infringing 
his  sworn  and  solemn  duty  as  a  magistrate  and  a  conservator  of  the 
public  peace.  But  in  all  cases  the  Court  must  cast  its  shield  around 
those  who  had  the  good  sense  to  decline  and  punish  all  hostile  invita- 
tions of  this  nature,  and  the  only  way  of  doing  this  effectually  was  to 
visit  the  offender  with  severe  punishment.  The  offence,  regarded 
seriously,  was  one  of  great  magnitude.  If  the  defendant  had  succeeded 
in  obtaining  his  wish,  he  and  another  fellow-creature,  both  men  with 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald^  July  19,  1853. 
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1853.        immortal  souls,  would  have  met  with  the  express  purpose  of  killing 


Stephen  C.J. 


Regina      ^^^  other,  and  one  of  them  would,  in  all  probability,  have  been  hurried 
^'*  before  his  Maker  in  the  yeiy  act  of  attempting  to  commit  a  murder,  or, 

at  all  events,  of  grossly  breaking  the  laws  of  both  God  and  man. 
So  far  as  the  Court  could  perceive,  the  insult  given  by  the  defendant 
appeared  to  have  been  wholly  unprovoked,  and  the  youth  of  the  defen- 
dant was  the  only  mistaking  (?)  circumstance  of  which  cognizance 
could  be  taken.  The  sentence  of  the  Court  was  that  the  defendant 
should  pay  a  fine  of  £50  to  the  Queen  and  should  be  imprisoned  until 
that  fine  be  paid. 
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PISHER  V.  KEMP  ajjd  iLiroTHEB.  (1)  1853. 


New  trials— Three  classes  of  cases  in  which  new  trials  are  granted — Weight  of 

evidence —  Witness,  Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J. 

There  are.  three  cUusses  of  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  will  or  may  be  granted.  mi^"^^ 


I.  Where  the  verdict  is  demontttroMy  wrong,  in  which  case  the  new  trial  is  a 
matter  of  right,  and  to  be  granted  without  payment  of  costs. 

n.  Where,  though  not  demonstrably  wrong,  the  verdict  appears  to  the  Court, 
upon  the  whole  to  be  against  the  tveigJU  of  evidence.  New  trials  in  such 
cases  will  be  granted  or  refused,  according  to  their  circumstances,  and 
either  with  or  without  costs. 

III.  Cases,  not  within  the  previous  classes,  but  in  which,  from  other  circum- 
stances, the  ends  of  Justice  require  a  further  investigation. 

In  tliis  class  of  cases  the  Court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial,  even  upon  payment  of 
costs,  unless  it  appear  probaNe  that  it  will  be  productive  of  a  different  result. 

A  witness  in  his  own  case  is  entitled  to  no  peculiar  privilege,  or  claim  to  be 
regarded  in  any  other  light  than  an  ordinary  witness  in  the  cause. 

New  trial  motion.  The  case,  which  was  tried  before  the  Chief  Jusiicey 
and  a  special  Jury  of  twelre,  was  an  action  for  a  libel  published  in  the 
Sydney  Morning  Herald,  The  plaintiff  was  a  city  councillor  and  a 
Justice  of  the  Peace,  and  the  alleged  libel  was  a  statement  in  the 
HeitUd  that  the  plaintiff,  while  acting  publicly  in  his  capacity  as  city 
counciUor,  "  appeared  to  be  labouring  under  the  effects  of  drink."  The 
declaration  alleged  the  inuendo  to  be  that  plaintiff  was  drunk,  and  the 
defendants  adopted  and  justified  this  inuendo  in  their  plea,  alleging  that 
the  plaintiff  was  drunk,  and  that  the  statement  of  this  fact  in  the 
newspaper  had  been  made  for  the  public  benefit.  A  verdict  by 
majority,  ten  to  two,  was  taken  by  consent,  before  the  expiration  of 
'six  hours,  and  was  for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  now  moved  for  a  new  trial  upon  three  grounds: — 
1.  That  the  verdict  was  against  evidence.  2.  That  it  was  against  the 
weight  of  evidence.  3.  That  the  jury  overlooked  or  misapprehended 
the  true  issue  which  they  had  to  decide,  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff 
was  actually  drunJe^  one  of  them  having  openly  stated  that  the  jury 
would  probably  not  regard  the  pleadings  at  all. 

tl)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  July  22,  23,  185.3,  and  Sup,  CouH  Practice 
(ed.  1856)  150.  Cited  10  S.  C.  R.   16 ;  13  S.  C.  R.  372 ;  7  S.  C.  R.  397  ;  8 

N.S.W.  L.  R.  195,  257. 
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1853.  The  Chief  Justice,  at  the  request  of  counsel,  read  the  whole  of 

risHER      ^^  notes  of  the  evidence  (2),  and  stated  that,  as  regards  the  juryman 

„  ^'  referred  to,  he  had  warned  him  that  to  take  such  a  course  would  be  a 

Kemp. 

breach  of  the  jury's  sworn  duty. 

The  Solicitor 'General  and  Broadhursty  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Darmll  and  J^sher^  contra. 

The  Chief  Justice  had,  he  said,  been  most  anxious,  if  he  could,  to 
have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  a  new  trial  might  be  granted ;  but 
having  heard  and  maturely  weighed  the  arguments  on  both  sides,  he 
was  constrained  to  hold  that  there  could  be  no  new  trial.  And  first 
he  would  say  that  a  new  trial  was  not,  in  fact  necessary,  to  afford  the 
plaintiff  an  opportunity  of  relieving  himself  from  an  imputation  of 
perjury ;  for  the  verdict  did  not,  of  itself,  convey  any  such  imputation, 
and  the  defendant's  counsel  had  expressly  disclaimed]  the  slightest 
desire  to  do  so.  It  was  perfectly  possible,  and  by  no  means  improbable, 
that  the  jury  had  decided  upon  the  question  at  issue  without  doubting 
the  intention  of  the  plaintiff  to  speak  w4th  perfect  truthfulness,  as  to 
his  condition  at  the  time  in  question.  They  might,  while  feeling 
^convinced  from  the  evidence  of  others  that  the  plaintiff  was  actually 
intoxicated,  have  been  equally  convinced  that  the  plaintiff  himself  did 
not  think  so.  But  even  if  an  imputation  of  perjury  had  been  cast 
upon  Mr.  Msher  as  the  necessary  consequences  of  this  verdict,  he  (the 
Chief  Justice)  should  hesitate  to  grant  a  new  trial  upon  this  ground. 
If  the  fact,  that  a  verdict  conveyed  an  imputation  of  perjury  against 
any  particular  witness  or  witnesses,  would  warrant  the  granting  of  a 
new  trial,  the  inevitable  conclusion  must  be,  that  in  every  case  where 
there  was  strongly  conflicting  testimony  there  must  necessarily  be  a 
new  trial ;  for  in  all  such  cases  the  verdict  necessarily  raised  an  impu- 
tation of  perjury,  more  or  lesa  strong  according  to  the  circumstances, 
against  the  witnesses  who  had  given  evidence  for  the  losing  partj. 
And  there  would  be  no  possible  finality,  for  each  new  verdict  would 
convey  such  an  imputation  against  one  side  or  the  other,  and  afford 
an  argument  for  a  further  appeal  to  the  Court.  It  was  true,  that 
Mr.  Fisher  was  not  only  a  witness  but  a  party  to  the  suit.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  question,  however,  it  was  only  in  his  capacity  as  a 
witness  that  he  could  be  regarded.  Where  any  plaintiff  or  defendant^ 
either  from  choice  or  necessity,  became  a  witness  for  himself,  the 
Court  could  not  recognise  the  slightest  difference  between  his  position 
and  that  of  any  other  witness.    The  character  of  the  plaintiff  was 

(2)  The  trial  was  reported  fully  in  the  Stfdney  Mornitig  Herald  of  June  6. 
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impeached  by  the  verdict,  no  doubt  to  this  extent,  thai  he  was  (not        1853. 
generally,  but  on  one  particular  occasion)  intoxicated.     But  this  alone      Fisher 
would  not  be  a  ground  for  a  new  trial.     It  would  be  entitled  to  weight,       ^  ^' 
if  coupled  with  other  ingredients,  sufficient  on  the  whole  to  warrant  a 
re-opening  of  the  investigation.     If  the  value  of  any  particular  pro- 
perty was  a  reason,  with  others  of  sufficient  weight  to  justify  the 
granting  of  a  new  trial,  equal  weight  must  be  given  to  questions  of 
character.     But  in  this  case,  the  other  necessary  ingredients  were 
wanting.    There  were  three  classes  of  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  would 
or  might  be  granted.    The  first  of  these  was  of  cases  where  the  verdict 
was  demonstrably  wrong,  i,e,  where  it  could  be  clearly  shown  that  the 
Jury  had  arrived  at  a  wrong  conclusion.     In  these  cases,  the  losing 
party  would  have  a  new  trial  as  a  matter  of  right,  without  payment  of 
costs.     The  second  class  of  cases  was  of  those,  in  which  the  verdict 
was  not  demonstrably  wrong,  but  in  which  the  Court  thought,  upon 
the  whole,  that  it  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence.     New  trials 
would  be  granted  or  refused,  in  such  cases  according  to  their  circum- 
stances, and,  if  granted,  it  might  according  to  the  nature  of  the  case, 
be  either  with  or  without  costs.    The  third  class  included  those,  in 
which  the  verdict  could  neither  be  described  as  demonstrably  wrong, 
nor  as  against  the  weight  of  evidence ;  but  in  which,  from  some  other 
circumstances,  the  ends  of  justice  required  that  there  should  be  further 
investigation.    The  governing  principle  in  this   class  of  cases  was 
this  : — ^The  Court  would  not,  in  any  such  case,  grant  a  new  trial,  even 
upon  payment  of  costs,  unless  it  appeared  probable  that  the  new  trial 
would  be  productive  of  a  different  result.   But  not  even  then  would  the 
Court  grant  a  new  trial,  unless  there  were  some  attendant  circum- 
stances which  rendered  it  for  the  ends  of  justice  xlesirable,  such  as, 
either  the  effect  of  the  verdict  upon  the  character  of  the  parties,  or 
the  great  value  of  the  property  involved  in  the  issue,  or  its  affecting 
important  right  of  others,  coupled  with  other  matters,  such  as  the 
complexity  of  the  question,  or  of  the  evidence,  that  the  Jury  were  not 
unanimous,  that  further  evidence  could  be  adduced,  that  the  losing 
party  were  taken  by  surprise  or  the  like.    No  one  of  these  ingredients 
would,  if  standing  alone,  be  sufficient.    The  present  case  came  within 
the  third  class,  and  there  were  no  grounds  on  which  the  Court  would 
be  justified  in  saying,  that  it  was  probable  there  would  be  a  difierent 
result  if  the  case  was  sent  before  another  Jury.    He  had  already  stated 
that  his  own  opinion,  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  was  that  the  verdict 
ought  to  have  been  the  other  way,  and  he  still  retained  that  opinion. 
He  had  formed  it  by  carefully  weighing,  collating,  and  contrasting  the 
evidence,  and  by  observing  carefully  the  demeanour  of  the  witnesses,  and 
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1853.        his  experience  enabled  him  to  do  this,  as  well  as  any  one  of  the  Jury. 
Fisher      ^^^  ^®  claimed  no  more  weight  or  authority  for  his  opinion,  on  matters 
V*  of  fact,  than  would  be  due  to  the  opiuicn  {eaeteris  paribus)  of  any  one 

juryman.  And  it  by  no  means  followed,  that,  because  a  Judge  thought 
'  '  a  different  verdict  would  have  been  warranted,  there  was  a  probability 
of  twelve  jurymen  being  of  the  same  opinion.  It  was  true,  that 
the  verdict  in  this  case  had  been  by  a  majority  only,  and  this  un- 
doubtedly, was  one  of  the  circumstances  upon  which  a  new  trial 
might  be  granted.  But  it  was  not  a  ground  for  a  new  trial  ofitwlf. 
If  it  were  once  regarded  in  this  light,  the  objects  of  the  law,  which 
rendered  a  verdict  by  three-fourths  of  the  jury  equal,  under  certain 
circumstances,  to  a  verdict  by  the  whole,  would  be  defeated.  And  the 
verdict  here,  having  been  arrived  at  by  ten  out  of  twelve  jurymen,  what 
right  had  the  Court  to  suppose  that  there  would  probably  be  a  different 
conclusion,  if  the  case  was  sent  to  a  second  jury  ?  If  a  new  trial  was 
granted,  the  case  would  go  down  upon  the  mere  chance  of  a  different 
verdict.  For,  though  there  was  a  preponderance  of  probability  (in 
his  individual  opinion)  in  the  plaintiff*s  favour,  yet  the  evidence  was 
very  strong  on  both  sides,  and  painfully  conflicting ;  and  no  person 
could  venture  to  form  a  judgment,  that  as  many  men  might  not 
incline  to  one  side  as  to  the  other,  in  such  a  state  of  things.  But, 
if  there  should  be  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  it  was  admitted  that  he 
could  not  reasonably  expect  more  than  nominal  damages.  It  was 
conceded,  that  the  conduct  and  language  of  the  plaintiff  had  been 
such,  as  naturally  to  lead  others  into  a  belief  that  he  was  intoxicated. 
It  was  conceded,  also,  that  the  statement  declared  upon  as  libellous 
had  been  published  hondjide^  and  without  any  malicious  intent.  These 
things  being  conceded,  what  was  the  great  point  to  be  gained  by  a  new 
trial?  And  was  Mr.  Fisher  the  only  person  to  be  considered?  He 
did  not,  indeed,  attach  much  weight  to  the  argument,  that  the  defend- 
ants might  be  open  to  the  accusation  of  being  malicious  defamers ; 
for,  in  the  face  of  the  admissions  alluded  to,  such  an  imputation  would 
be  absurd.  But  although  their  character  would  not  be  staked  on  the 
issue,  yet  the  defendants  having  justified  their  charge,  and  having 
appealed  to  the  decision  of  the  country  as  to  its  truth,  and  the  country 
having  pronounced  a  decision  in  their  favour,  would  the  Court  be 
justified  in  compelling  them  to  undergo  a  second  ordeal  on  the  mere 
chance  of  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  nominal  damages  ?  As  to 
the  principle  upon  which,  as  it  was  suggested,  the  jury  must  have 
acted,  he  could  not  see  that  the  Court  would  be  warranted  in  sup- 
posing,  that  they  had  regarded  rather  the  question  raised  by  the  libel 
itself,  in  their  own  possible  construction  of  it,  rather  than  the  question 
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raised  by  the  pleadings.  One  of  the  jury  only  had  intimated  such  1833. 
an  intention,  but  there  was  no  reason  to  assume  that  he  spoke  for  the  Fisher 
rest.  And  this  gentleman  was  told  distinctly  from  the  Bench,  that  it  v^^p 
was  his  sworn  duty  to  decide  only  the  issue  raised  by  the  pleadings. 
The  jury,  therefore,  must  be  supposed  to  have  performed  that  duty. 
The  learned  Chief  Justice  then  proceeded  to  go  into  detail  through 
the  cases,  whereby  the  principles  which  he  had  laid  down  were  sup- 
ported. The  principle  that  a  new  trial  could  only  be  granted,  as  a 
matter  of  rights  in  cases  where  the  yerdict  of  the  Jury  was  demon- 
strably wrong,  and  not  in  cases  where  the  Court  might  think  that  the 
balance  of  testimony  pointed  to  a  different  conclusion,  was  distinctly 
and  clearly  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Belcher  v,  PrUtie  (t3).  The  cases 
quoted  by  His  Honor,  in  which  the  Court  had  granted  new  trials 
ex  gratid,  upon  payment  of  costs,  were  the  following,  Siingarfy  v. 
Sinclair,  October,  1847 ;  Beckham  v.  Pottery  April,  1848 ;  Datoson  v, 
Sanson^  April,  1848 ;  Windet/er  v.  Ogilvie,  April,  1848 ;  Irving  v.  Sly, 
July,  1848 ;  Malladg  v,  Bradley,  December,  1849  ;  Doe  v.  Cross,  April, 
1850 ;  Marsh  v.  Burnett,  April,  1850 ;  Oope  v,  Kinghorne,  October, 
1851 ;  Wilmington  v.  Murnin,  July,  1852 ;  and  Bichard  v.  Davis, 
December,  1852.  His  Honor  showed,  that  in  each  of  these  cases  two 
or  more  of  the  ingredients  already  defined  had  been  united  ;  and  that 
there  had  been  also,  in  erery  case,  a  reasonable  ground  for  supposing 
that  a  new  trial  would  probably  be  productive  of  a  different  verdict. 

DiCKiNsoiir,  J.,  was  of  the  same  opinion,  and  had  but  little  to  add  to 
what  had  already  been  said  by  the  Chief  Justice,  They  were  first 
called  upon  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  new  trial  as 
a  matter  of  right.  And  here  the  case  of  Belcher  v,  Prittie  in  10 
Bingham  was  one  precisely  in  point.  The  principle  there  laid  down 
was,  that  there  could  not  be  a  new  trial,  simply  because  there  was 
some  degree  of  doubt  in  the  minds  of  the  Judges,  whether  the  Jury 
had  come  to  a  right  conclusion.  The  Court  must  be  satisjied  that  the 
Jury  was  wrong.  Now  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  say,  in  this  case, 
that  he  was  satisfied  the  Jury  were  wrong.  There  were  about  twenty- 
two  witnesses,  who  testified  to  their  belief  that  the  plaintiff  was  sober, 
and  there  were  about  eleven,  who  said  that  he  was  drunk  or  something 
like  it.  But,  although,  in  a  numerical  point  of  view,  the  evidence  of 
Mr.  Fisher's  sobriety  seemed  twice  as  great  as  the  evidence  of  his 
drunkenness,  still,  as  he  had  not,  like  the  Jury,  had  an  opportunity  of 
seeing  the  demeanour  of  the  witnesses,  and  judging  as  to  the  degree 
of  credit  to  be  attached,  he  could  not  take  upon  himself  to  say  that 

(3)  10  Bing.  408. 
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1853.        the  Jary  were  wrong,  in  believing  the  eleven  rather  than  the  twenty- 
PisHBR      two.     It  was  clear,  consequently,  that  there  could  be  no  new  trial 
^'*  here  as  a  matter  of  right.    But  it  next  became  necessary  to  consider, 

whether  or  not  a  new  trial  could  be  granted  on  terms,  as  a  matter  o£ 
grace  or  indulgence.  And  this  was  asked  for  upon  the  conjoint  effect 
of  three  grounds.  1.  That,  if  there  was  not  an  actual  and  conclusive 
preponderance  of  testimony  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  there  was  at  all 
events  a  strong  numerical  superiority  as  to  witnesses  on  his  behalf. 
2.  That  two  of  the  Jurymen  had  been  of  opinion  that  plaintiff  ought 
to  have  recovered,  and  there  was  ground  for  assuming  that  the  other 
ten  had  arrived  at  their  verdict  rather  by  considering  the  truth  or 
falsehood  of  the  newspaper  report,  than  by  considering  the  actual 
issue.  3.  That  the  verdict  cast  an  imputation  upon  the  plaintiff, 
from  which  he  ought  to  have  an  opportunity  of  clearing  himself  by 
appeal  to  another  Jury.  It  could  not  be  intended,  by  the  Judges, 
who  knew  nothing  of  these  Jurymen,  that  they  entered  upon  the  con- 
sideration of  their  verdict  with  a  determination  to  break  their  oaths. 
The  Judges  were  bound  to  intend  the  very  reverse  of  this,  that  the 
Juryman,  who  said  that  the  issue  raised  by  the  pleadings  would 
be  disregarded  by  the  Jury  as  a  body,  had  made  a  mistake,  and 
that  even  this  gentleman,  after  having  been  set  right  by  the  Chief 
Justice  as  to  the  nature  of  his  duty,  had  devoted  his  judgment  to  the 
consideration  of  the  actual  issue  which  he  had  been  sworn  to  decide. 
The  fact  of  a  verdict  having  been  by  majority  only,  had  never  been 
beld  as  an  ingredient  for  sending  down  a  case  for  a  second  trial,  unless 
coupled  with  obvious  confusion  and  intricacy  in  the  evidence,  whereon 
the  Jury  had  to  determine,  even  with  some  other  of  the  additional 
reasons  alluded  to.  But  the  evidence  in  this  case  was  particularly 
distinct,  and  it  was  a  mere  question  with  the  Jury  as  to  which  side  they 
would  give  credence  to.  If  he  had  been  a  Juror,  and  could  have  seen 
that  the  demeanor  of  the  witnesses  respectively,  on  either  side,  was 
equally  worthy  of  favourable  consideration,  then  as  he  thought  the 
statements  on  one  side  were  capable  of  reconciliable  with  the  state- 
ments on  the  other,  he  should,  as  soon  as  the  Chief  Justice  had  finished 
summing  up,  have  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  His  own  distinct 
impression  from  the  evidence,  as  he  had  formed  it  from  His  Honor's 
notes,  was  that  it  pointed  at  this  conclusion,  that  at  the  time  of  this 
exhibition  the  plaintiff  was  in  fact  sober;  but  exhibited  such  appear* 
ances,  as  naturally  induced  many  of  those  who  saw  him  not  only  to 
believe  at  that  time  that  he  was  drunk,  but  to  retain  that  belief  after- 
wards. But  this  was  a  question,  which  the  Jury  alone,  who  heard  the 
evidence,  were  competent  to  decide. 
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The  imputations  which  this  yerdict  might  be  supposed  to  have  cast  1S53. 
upon  the  plaintiff's  honour  might  be  fairly  said  to  have  been  removed,  Fishsr 
bj  the  opinions  which  had  been  expressed  bj  the  Court  and  by  the  vr^iv 
defendants'  counseL  He  (Mr.  Justice  Dickinson)  was  also  inclined  to 
think  that,  if  the  case  was  sent  down  again,  there  mi^ht  be  a  different 
result.  But  even  should  this  be  the  case,  it  would  still  remain  an 
unquestionable  fact,  that  the  plaintiff  had  acted  so  extravagantly,  as 
naturally  to  induce  a  belief  that  he  was  intoxicated,  among  those  who 
observed  him  ;  and  he  might  thus  be  considered  as  having  contributed 
to  his  own  wrong.  Therefore  it  was  to  be  apprehended  that  he  would 
recover  only  nominal  damages,  a  result  by  no  means  demanding  a  new 
trial  for  its  accomplishment.  Moreover,  if  the  general  issue  had  been 
pleaded,  the  same  evidence  which  pointed  at  the  conclusion  that  the 
plaintiff  actually  sober,  would,  at  the  same  time,  by  showing  that  the 
reporter  believed  what  he  said  about  the  plaintiff  being  drunk,  have 
been  evidence  that  the  defendants  had  not  maliciously  published  the 
libel ;  in  which  case  the  latter  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  verdict 
under  that  issue,  and  that  view  justified  his  opinion  that,  upon  a  second 
trial,  nominal  damages  only  would  be  awarded. 

Theeby,  J.,  concurred  with  his  learned  colleagues,  and  would  only  add 
but  little.  It  did  not  appear  to  him  that  there  was  any  imputation  of 
per]  ary  against  the  plaintiff.  The  whole  of  his  conduct,  his  earnestness 
in  pressing  this  action,  showed  that  he  was  acting  under  the  honest 
impression  that  he  was  perfecting  free  from  intoxication.  Further,  the 
assurances  of  his  friends  must  have  suffered  to  sustain  and  strengthen 
him  in  this  belief.  He  (Mr.  Justice  Therry)  deemed  it  more  prudent 
to  abstain  from  saying  what  conclusion  he  should  have  arrived  at  if  he 
had  been  on  the  Jury.  So  much  more  depended  upon  the  character 
and  deportment  of  witnesses,  that  upon  the  mere  numbers  on  one  side 
or  on  the  other,  that  he  was  unwilling  to  say  he  should  have  arrived  at 
a  conclusion  different  from  that  it  which  the  jury  had  arrived,  without 
having  the  opportunity,  which  they  had  and  he  had  not,  of  witnessing 
the  manner  and  regarding  the  character  of  the  witnesses.  His  long 
experience  of  Courts  of  Justice  had  taught  him  to  regard  the  quality 
of  the  testimony  fully  as  much  as  its  quantity,  and  when  impressed 
with  the  superior  moral  force  and  weight  of  the  minority,  he  would  not 
hesitate  to  act  upon  it  in  preference  to  a  mere  numerical  majority  of 
witnesses.  But  it  seemed  to  him  probable,  nevertheless,  that  the 
plaintiff  might,  on  the  occasion  referred  to,  have  been  sober,  although 
he  might  at  the  some  time  have  exhibited  the  appearance  of  intoxication 
so  strongly  as  to  have  caused  many  who  then  saw  him  to  have  felt 
morally  certain  that  intoxication  was  the  cause  of  his  excitement. 
3d 
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1853.  There  were  many  persons  whose  maimer  of  speaking  and  acting,  when 
FisHEB  excited,  so  closely  resembled  the  kind  of  speaking  and  acting  induced 
by  dnmkennesB,  that  it  was  often  yery  difficult  indeed  to  distinguish 
between  the  one  and  the  other.  One  such  person  he  had  been  in  the 
habit  of  seeing  repeatedly  when  he  was  Commissioner  of  the  Court  of 
Eequests.  This  person  became  so  excited  when  before  the  Court  that 
he  exhibited  all  the  appearances  of  a  drunken  man,  and  it  was  not 
until  after  the  lapse  of  a  considerable  time  and  much  obserration  and 
experience  of  his  excitable  temperament  that  he  could  believe  this  to 
proceed  from  excitement  alone,  and  yet  it  unquestionably  was  so,  and 
his  belief  now  was  that  the  man  had,  on  eyery  occasion,  been  sober. 
The  excitement  arose  in  the  instance  he  alluded  to  from  doggednees 
and  obstinacy  of  the  man's  character,  and  his  snceptibility  to  irritation 
when  opposed  or  contradicted,  so  that  it  led  him  into  eccentric  conduct^ 
and  extrayagant  expressions,  similar  to  the  conduct,  and  language 
of  an  intoxicated  person.  It  was  tiius  often  a  yery  difficult  point 
frequently  to  determine,  but  of  this  the  Jury  were  the  appropriate 
judges,  and  haying  found  on  conflicting  testimony  a  verdict,  he  could 
not  undertake  upon  himself  the  responsibility  of  saying  that  they  had 
arrived  at  an  erroneous  conclusion. 

On  luiother  point  which  had  arisen  now  for  the  first  time,  he  wished 
to  express  his  decided  concurrence  in  the  principle  that  where  any  party 
became  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  it  was  in  his  character  of  witness 
only  that  he  could  be  regarded  by  the  Court  A  witness  in  his  own 
case  was  entitled  to  no  peculiar  privilege,  or  claim  to  be  regarded  in 
any  other  light  than  any  other  witness  in  the  cause.  He  (plaintiff) 
would  have  no  more  right  to  a  new  trial  because  his  own  testimony 
was  impeached  by  the  verdict,  than  the  defendant,  if  the  verdict  had 
been  the  other  way,  would  have  had  a  right  to  a  new  trial  because  that 
verdict  would  have  impeached  the  credit  of  Mr.  JE^an  and  his  other 
witnesses.  Character  was  no  doubt  involved  on  both  sides,  for  if  on 
the  one  hand  there  was  an  imputation  against  the  plaintiff  of  intoxi* 
cation,^  there  was  on  the  other  an  imputation  against  the  defendants  of 
being  defamers ;  and,  in  his  own  opinion,  each  was  entitled  to  have 
equal  weight.  It  was  said  that  no  malice  was  imputed  to  the  defend- 
ants, but  the  public  was  not  very  attentive  to  those  distinctions  of 
malice,  and  nominal  damages  with  which  Courts  were  familiar.  If 
there  had  been  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  the  public  would  say  Mr. 
Kemp  had  been  convicted  of  a  libel,  and  that  is  all  they  would  say  or 
think  about  it.  As  the  case  then  stood,  the  plaintiff,  in  the  opinion  of 
all  who  took  part  in  the  present  discussion,  was  cleared  of  any  impu- 
tation of  perjury,  but  as  he  (Mr,  Justice  Therrf)  was  not  satisfied 
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that  any  new  trial  would  probably  lead  to  a  different  result  than  that 
arrived  at,  at  the  former  trial,  he  did  not  think  that  the  Court  ought 
to  grant  a  new  trial,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  in  a  case  which 
lasted  two  days,  whicn  had  been  thoroughly  investigated,  and  which 
would  only  be  attended  with  renewed  and  augmented  excitement  and 
expense,  without  the  prospect  of  a  corresponding  benefit  to  either 
party  or  to  the  administration  of  public  Justice. 


1853. 


FlSHBR 

V. 

Kemp. 
Therry  J. 


Nitw  trial  refused. 
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1853  Ex  parte  McCULLOCH  v.  SPAIN.  (1) 

Aug,  4. 

CfinUnal  information — Libel — Prosecutor  contributory  to  his  own  torong, 
Dickinson  J« 

and 
Therry  J.         Prosecutor,  an  attorney,  in  consequence  of  the  receipt  of  an  insulting  letter  fromr 

another  attorney,  the  defendant  in  the  matter  of  an  action,  in  which  they  represented 

the  respectire  parties,  communicated  directly  with  the  latter*s  client.    The  defendant 

then  wrote  and  sent  to  the  former  a  letter  containing  lihellous  matter. 

Seldy  that  the  former  must  hare  known  that  his  action  would  produce  angry 
feelings,  although  not  wrong  in  itself,  and  he  was  therefore  not  entitled  to  an 
exercise  of  the  extraordinary  power  of  the  Court  by  way  of  criminal  information. 

This  was  a  rule  nisi  granted  at  the  instance  of  Mr.  Andrew  H. 
McCulloch,  an  attorney  of  the  Court,  calling  upon  Mr.  William  Spain, 
also  an  attorney  of  the  Court,  to  show  cause  why  a  criminal  informa- 
tion should  not  be  filed  against  him  for  having  written  and  published 
a  letter,  libellous  and  defamatory  in  its  character,  addressed  to  Mr. 
McOulloch^  and  calculated  to  provoke  the  latter  to  commit  a  breach  of 
the  peace. 

The  Solicitor- General  and  Mr.  Broadhurst  appeared  to  support  the 
rule,  and  Mr.  Darvall  appeared  to  show  cause  against  it. 

The  following  is  a  statement  of  the  facts  as  they  appeared  upon  the 
affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Mr.  McGulloch  being  the  plaintiff's  attorney  in  an  action  by  Mr. 

Bimstingl  against  Mr.  McKean  for  the  loss  of  a  parcel  containing  four 

watches  imported  by  the  Cleopatra,  wrote  the  following  letter  to 

Messrs.  Rogers  and  Spain,  the  attorneys  for  the  defendant,  on  the  day 

of  its  date  : — 

Elizabeth-street,  Sydney,  June  18th,  1853. 

Bimstingl  r.  McKean. 
Gentlemen, 

I  find  it  will  be  necessary  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  obtain 
evidence  from  London  of  the  description  and  cost  of  the  goods  for  the  non-deliyery 
of  which  this  action  was  brought.  I  haye  in  my  possession  the  original  invoice  of 
the  goods  received  from  the  plaintifTs  London  agents  showing  those  fact«,  and  will 
be  happy  to  allow  you  to  inspect  it,  and,  as  I  presume  there  is  no  desire  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  either  that  useless  expense  should  be  incuif^d,  or  that  the  suit 
shall  be  kept  over  his  head  for  probably  twelve  months  more,  and  as  the  description 
and  cost  of  the  goods  are,  I  believe,  no  part  of  the  merits  of  the  defence,  perhaps 
jou  will  admit  those  facts  in  order  to  avoid  the  expense  and  delay  of  a  commission. 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  He  aid,  August  5, 1S53. 
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If  80  I  can  proceed  to  trial  at  ODce  and  have  the  real*  question  disposed  of.    Other-         1853. 

vise  I  shall  be  obliged  to  apply  for  a  commission  to  examine  a  witness  in  London,  —      

and  shall  seek  to  make  the  defendant  pay  the  costs  occasioned  thereby.  ,,^3;  P^^^ 

_  ^    ,  ^  McCULLOCH 

I  am,  gentlemen,  your  obedient  servant,  r. 

Messrs.  Rogers  and  Spain.  A.  H.  McCULLOCH.  Spain. 

This  letter  drew  tbe  following  reply — ^wrii^en  by  a  clerk  in  the  office 
of  Messrs.  Bogera  and  Spain,  but  signed  by  Mr.  Spain  in  the  name,  as 
will  be  seen,  of  the  firm : — 

George-street,  June  20tli,  1853. 

MoKean  als.  Birnstingl. 
Sir, 

In  answer  to  your  letter  of  the  18th  instant,  we  regret  being  obliged  to 
decline  yielding  to  the  concession  against  the  defendant,  sought  to  be  extorted  as 
it  is  by  your  puerile  and  unprofessional  threat. 

Wo  are.  Sir,  your  most  obedient  servants, 
A.  H.  McCulloch,  Esq.  ROGERS  akd  SPAIN. 

At  a  previous  stage  of  the  case  some  interlocutory  costs  had  been 

awarded  by  the  Judges  against  the  defendant.    On  the  2lBt  July  an 

appointment  was  made  to  tax  these  costs,  and  on  the  23rd  they  were 

taxed  at  £10  8s.  4d. ;  defendant's  attorneys  not  attending.     At  this 

time  Mr.  McOuUoch  had  heard  that  defendant  was  about  to  leave  the 

Colony,  and  was  instructed  by  the  plaintiff  to  compel  the  putting  in 

of  bail.     To  prevent,  as  he  stated,  the  necessity  of  the  latter  proceeding, 

and  save  the  defendant  the  annoyance  of  a  personal  demand,  as 

required  by  a  rule  of  Court,  "Mr.  McGulloch  wrote  the  following  letter 

to  the  defendant,  being  prevented  from  communicating  by  letter  with 

the  defendant's  attorneys  by  the  insulting  tone  of  the  letter  of  the 

20th  June. 

No.  219  Elizabeth-street,  Sydney,  July  26th,  1853. 
Birnstingl  v.  Yourself. 
Sir, 

I  deem  it  right  to  inform  you,  in  case  you  should  not  be  altogether 

aware  of  it,  so  as  to  give  you  plenty  of  time  to  make  arrangements  accordingly,  that 
it  will  be  necessary  for  you  to  put  in  bail  or  given  security  in  this  action  before  you 
leave  the  Colony  again.  I  further  beg  to  acquaint  you  that  the  costs  directed  to 
be  paid  by  you  to  me,  on  dismissal  of  the  application  made  to  the  Court  on  you^ 
behalf  on  the  30th  April  last,  have  been  taxed  by  the  proper  officer  at  £10  8s.  4d., 
and  you  are  requested  to  pi^y  the  same,  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  troubling  you  in 
a  formal  demand,  and  subjecting  ^  ou  to  the  cost  of  farther  proceedings. 

I  am.  Sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

A.  H.  McCULLOCH, 
John  McKean,  Esq.  Plaintiff's  Attorney. 

On  the  following  day  came  the  letter  which  formed  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  present  application.     It  was  in  these  terms : — 

Sydney,  July  27,  1853. 
Birnstingl  v,  McKean. 
Sir, 

Our  client  has  placed  in  our  hands  a  letter  addressed  by  you  to  him, 

intimating  your  intention  of  applying  for  security  in  this  action,  at  the  same 
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1853.         time  demanding  payment  of  £10  88.  4d.  taxed  costs,  npon  dismiswi]  of  applicataon 

• made  to  the  Court  on  hia  behalf,  without  any  previoua  reference  to  us  on  the 

Ex  parte      gubject. 

McCULLOCH 

^,  Previous  experience  had  so  completely  convinced  us  that,  from  your  ignorance 

Spain.  of  the  habits  and  manners  of  gentlemen,  you  were  incapable  of  conducting  your 
professional  business  as  gentlemen  invariably  do,  that  we  were  not  surprised  at 
your  continuing  a  contrary  nraotice ;  but  we  hardly  supposed  tliat  you  would 
have  had  the  temerity  and  audacity  to  have  addressed  such  a  letter  to  our  dient 
instead  of  ourselves. 

We  are  anxious  to  give  you  an  opportunity  of  explaining  your  conduct ;  but 
unless  you  do  so  to  our  complete  satisfaction,  and  apologise  to  ua  for  such 
disreputable  and  unprofessional  practice,  we  will  call  a  meeting  of  the  Law 
Society,  and  expose  your  proceeding  to  every  member  of  the  profession. 

We  are,  Sir, 

Yours,  obediently, 
A.  H.  McCulloch,  Esq.  JRGGERS  and  SPAIN. 

This  letter,  like  that  of  the  20th  June,  was  said  to  be  in  the  hand- 
writing of  a  clerk,  although  signed  by  Mr.  Spain,  and  the  consequent 
handing  of  the  original  draft  of  this  letter  to  the  clerk  who  copied  it 
was  relied  upon  as  being  such  a  publicatioiOL  as  would  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  the  law  in  this  respect  and  make  the  letter  a  libel,  if  its 
character  was  reaHy  libellous. 

The  general  effect  of  the  affidavits  in  reply  was  to  justify  this  letter 
as  a  rebuke  administered  to  Mr.  WGullochy  in  a  hond-Jide  belief  that 
he  had  not  only  acted  unprofessionally,  but  with  a  desire  to  injure 
Messrs.  Rogers  and  Spain  with  their  client. 

After  argument,  and  an  ineffectual  attempt  made  by  their  Honors 
to  effect  an  arrangement, 

The  CouBT  held  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged,  but  without  costs, 
and  for  this  reason,  that  they  regarded  this  conduct  of  Mr.  Spain  aa 
highly  blamable,  while  on  the  part  of  Mr.  MVulIoch  nothing  what- 
ever had  been  done  to  merit  the  treatment  which  he  had  received  at 
the  hands  of  the  former  gentleman.  The  conduct  of  Mr.  M^Culloeh 
had,  in  fact,  throughout  the  whole  proceeding  been  quite  consistent 
with  the  course  and  demeanour  of  a  gentleman,  and  the  imputations  of 
extortion  and  puerility  in  the  first  letter  were  wboUy  uncalled  for  and 
unwarranted.  They  were  sorry  that  any  gentleman  should  have 
addressed  such  terms  to  another,  and  they  were  more  especially  sorry 
that  terms  like  Ihese  should  be  causelessly  used  by  a  gentleman  so 
highly  respectable  as  Mr.  Spain.  They  could  only  account  for  the  use 
of  them  upon  the  assumption  that  Mr.  Spain  had  taken  a  hot-headed 
intemperate  view  of  the  matter  before  him,  and  that  it  was  under  the 
influence  of  a  violent  passion  created  by  this  view  that  he  had  written 
so  offensively.     After  the  receipt  of  the  first  letter  Mr.  M^  Calloch  was 
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fully  justified  in  holding  no  further  personal  intercourse  with   Mr.        1853. 
Spain,  and  as  matters  thus  stood  there  was  nothing  in  the  slightest     Ex parte 
degree  wrong,  either  morally  or  socially,  in  his  writing  to  Mr.  Spain's  McCulloch 
client,  instead  of  to  Mr.  Spain  himself,  as  to  a  demand  which  he  was       Spain. 
unquestionably  entitled  to  make.     But  in  thus  standing  upon  his  justly    ^^  Cou7i. 
offended  feelings,  and  departing  from  the  course  required  in  ordinary 
circumstances  by  professional  etiquette,  Mr.  M'CuUoch  mudt  haye  been 
aware  that  he  was  doing  what  would  be  likely  to  arouse  angry  feelings 
on  the  part  of  Mr.  Spain.    It  was  a  known  principle  of  law,  applicable 
to  actions  on  the  case,  that  a  man  should  not  be  entitled  to  damages 
who  had  been  contribiitory  to  his  own  wrong.    By  analogy,  in  the 
present  case,  Mr.  MVullach  having  thus  taken  a  course  which,  how- 
ever justifiable  under  the  circumstances,  was  one  which  he  must  have 
known  to  be  likely  to  produce  angry  feelings,  had  forfeited  his  right  to 
have  this  extraordinary  power  of  the  Court  exercised  in  his  behalf,  and 
must  be  remitted  to  his  ordinary  remedy  by  indictment  or  civil  action. 

Hule  discharged^  without  easts. 
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1853. 

Oct,  10. 

Stephen  C.J. 

Dickinson  J. 

and 

Therry  J. 


Ex  parte  M'KINNON.  (1) 

Scab  Act,  10  Fie.,  iVb.  8,  sec.  2 — Lidbility  of  master  for  servanVs  acts. 

For  a  coDviction,  under  the  Scab  Act,  10  Vic,  No.  8,  s.  2,  of  the  owner  of  a 
flock,  for  having  "  permitted  or  suffered  '*  a  trespass  on  another  person's  staticMi 
of  diseased  sheep,  in  charge  of  a  shepherd,  clear  proof  must  be  c^iven  of  the 
owner's  participation  in  the  offence.  The  acts  of  the  shepherd,  although  civilly 
binding  the  master,  cannot  render  him  liable  in  a  proceeding  of  this  nature,  unless 
by  express  terms  in  the  Act. 

Motion  for  a  Prohibition  to  restrain  Messrs.  Heaihome,  Syers,  and 
Wffsef  magistrates  of  Bathorst,  from  carrying  out  a  conviction  of  Mr. 
M^Kinnon  and  Mr.  Duncan^  upon  whom  they  had  imposed  a  fine  of 
£5,  under  sec.  2  of  the  Scab  in  Sheep  Act,  10  Vie,  !N^o.  8. 

Certain  diseased  sheep  belonging  to  WKinnon  had  been  found  in 
charge  of  a  shepherd  upon  the  station  of  another  person,  but  there  was 
no  evidence  as  to  whether  or  not  the  shepherd  had  brought  them  there 
with  the  cognizance  of  his  master. 

Stepheriy  for  the  applicants,  contended  that  the  clause  in  the  statute, 
being  penal,  must  be  construed  strictly,  and  there  was  no  proof  of 
ITKinnon^s  having  "  permitted  or  suffered  "  this  trespass. 

Holroyd,  contra. 

Their  Honobs  made  the  rule  absolute,  but  without  costs.  There 
was  no  proof  that  these  applicants  had  "  permitted  or  suffered  "  this 
tretspass  by  their  shepherd,  and  as  the  statute  was  at  present  worded, 
proof  of  that  nature  was  indispensable.  The  acts  of  the  shepherd, 
although  binding  the  master,  as  far  as  a  civil  responsibility  went, 
could  not  render  him  liable  for  a  proceeding  of  this  nature,  unless 
such  liability  had  been  expressly  imposed  by  the  Legislature.  From 
the  general  wording  of  the  clause  it  must  be  assumed  in  construction 
that  this  "  permission  or  sufEering  "  there  alluded  to  must  be  clearly 
wilful  and  not  merely  constructive  ;  consequently,  there  must  be  some 
evidence  of  this  participation  in  the  offence  to  warrant  a  conviction. 

Prohibition  grantedy  without  costs. 


(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Oct.  11,  1853. 
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EEGINA  r.  LIFPIDGE.  (I)  1S53. 

Larceny — Bailee — Drover — MU/ecLsajice  of  servant — Possession. 

Stephen  C.J. 
One  who  hires  a  drover  to  take  cattle  from  one  place  to  another  is  not  answer-  Dxckiwim  J. 
able  for  any  misfeasance  by  that  drover,  inasmach  as  the  latter  has  an  indepen-     Tfiern/  J. 
dent  calling,  and  is  not  in  law  the  servant  of  his  casual  employer.    A  conviction, 
therefore,  of  such  a  drover  of  larceny  in  stealing  two  bullocks  which  he  had  sold 
on  the  road,  is  bad,  for  he  had  possession,  not  charge  merely. 

Special  Case.  JPurefoi/,  for  the  prisoner ;  OallagTian^  in  support  of 
the  conviction.  The  facts  appear  in  the  reserved  judgment  of  the 
Court,  delivered,  Oct.  24,  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  is  a  special  case,  stated  by  the  Chairman 
of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  of 
this  Court.  The  prisoner  has  been  convicted  of  larceny^  in  stealing 
two  bullocks,  and  the  question  is  whether  the  conviction  can,  in  point 
of  law,  be  supported. 

The  prisoner  was  employed  by  the  prosecutor  to  drive  a  herd  of 
cattle  a  distance  of  about  three  days'  journey,  for  which  he  was  to  be 
paid,  on  delivery  at  the  place  specified,  so  much  per  head,  according  (so 
the  case  states)  to  the  usual  rate  and  custom  for  driving  cattle.  In 
addition,  the  prisoner  was  paid  his  expenses  for  the  first  day,  and  was 
to  get  all  necessary  supplies  on  the  road,  at  the  cost  of  the  prosecutor, 
for  the  second  and  third  days.  The  prisoner  had  no  authority,  under 
any  circumstances,  to  sell  any  of  the  cattle.  He  sold  two  of  them, 
however,  on  the  road,  and  appropriated  the^proceeds  to  his  own  use. 
This  was  the  act  relied  on,  against  the  prisoner,  as  constituting  the 
supposed  larceny. 

There  was  no  agreement  or  memorandum  in  writing  between  the 
prisoner  and  his  employer,  under  the  Drovers  and  Carriers  Act,  of  14 
Vic,  No.  6.  The  case,  therefore,  is  unafEected.  by  that  very  useful 
enactment,  and  two  questions  arise  in  it.  Eirst,  was  the  prisoner 
employed  as  a  drover,  that  is  to  say,  as  a  person  (ordinarily  or 
occasionally)  carrying  on  that  business.  Secondly,  if  so,  was  he  in  the 
position  of  a  servant  merely,  or  of  a  bailee,  as  a  carrier  is.  If  a  servant, 
the  prisoner  had  (in  legal  contemplation)  no  possession  of  the  cattle, 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Oct.  16,  26,  1853. 
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^^  but  a  bare  charge  only,  and  bo,  the  conviction  will  be  sustained.     If  a 

Reoika  bailee,  he  had  possession^  and  could  not,  therefore,  be  guilty  of  larceny, 

LiFFiDGE.  unless,  indeed,  he  intended  from  thei  first  to  steal  them,  which  the  case 

Stephen  C  J  ^©g^^ves,  by  any  subsequent  appropriation  of  the  animals. 

The  case  of  WNameeyrzB  relied  on  for  the  Crown  (2),  followed  by 
that  of  Hughes,  in  p.  370,  and  Jackson's  case  (3),  to  show  that  this 
prisoner  was  a  servant  merely.  But,  if  so,  the  prosecutor  was  respon- 
sible for  his  acts,  that  is  to  say,  all  acts  done  by  the  prisoner,  in  the 
natural  course  of  his  employment.  The  cases  of  Quarman  v.  Burnetii 
however  (4),  and  Milligan  o.  Wedge  (5),  have  decided  that  an  employer 
is  not  so  responsible  for  the  act  of  any  person  hired  by  him,  not  being 
in  common  acceptation  his  servant,  who  carries  on  or  holds  a  distinct 
business  or  position.  Thus,  he  who  engages  the  owner  or  driver  of  a 
carriage  for  a  journey,  or  hires  horses  and  a  coachman  from  a  job- 
master, to  drive  habitually  the  employer's  own  carriage,  is  not  answer- 
able for  any  misfeasance  by  such  driver  or  coachman.  And  on  the 
same  principle  (as  distinctly  laid  down  in  the  case  last  cited)  he  who 
hires  a  drover,  a  person  having  the  occupation,  or  following  the  busi- 
nesB,  of  a  drover  of  cattle,  to  take  property  of  that  description  from 
one  place  to  another,  is  not  answerable  for  any  misfeasance  by  that 
drover.  In  other  words,  such  a  person,  being  in  the  position  of  one 
who  has  an  independent  calling,  is  not  in  law  the  servant  of  his  casual 
employer. 

On  the  authority  of  those  two  cases  that  of  Hey  was  decided  (6). 
The  prisoner  there  was  employed,  being  a  butcher  and  drover,  to  take 
pigs  to  a  person  at  Leeds,  and  bring  back  their  price,  which  had  been 
previously  agreed  upon,  between  that  person  and  the  prosecutor.  The 
prisoner  had  no  other  instructions,  and  no  authority  whatever  to  sell, 
but,  having  taken  the  pigs  to  their  destination,  and  not  getting  a  ready 
answer  there,  he  sold  them,  and  absconded  with  the  money.  By  the 
usage  among  drovers,  he  might  have  driven  cattle  on  the  same  journey, 
had  he  thought  fit,  for  other  persons.  The  prisoner  received  money 
from  the  prosecutor  for  his  expenses,  but  nothing  was  said  as  to 
the  amount  or  mbde  of  his  remuneration.  The  custom  was  to  pay 
a  certain  sum  per  day.  It  was  held  by  Barons  Parke  and  Anderson, 
and  Judges  Coleridge  and  Coltman  (with  the  concurrence  of  Chief 
Baron  FoUock,  after  taking  some  months  to  consider,  Lord  Denman 
dissenting),  that  the  prisoner  was  a  hailee  of  the  property,  aQd  could 
not,  therefore,  be  properly  convicted  of  larceny  in  appropriating  it. 

(2)  1  Moo.  C.C.  368.  (3)  2  Moo.  CO.  32.  (4)  6  M.  &  W.  610. 

(5)  10  L.  J.,  Q.B.  21.        (6)  1  Den.  C.  C.  602,  and  2  C.  fc  Kir.  987. 


Stephen  C.  J- 
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The  following  passages,  from  the  judgment  delivered  bj  Mr.  Baron  1853. 
Tarke,  will  show  clearly  the  principle  of  the  decision : — "  There  are  Rbgika  ' ' 
several  reported  cases  bearing  on  the  question,  whether  a  person  is  a  J'^- 
mere  servant  or  a  bailee.  There  are  none  precisely  like  the  present, 
though  the  case  of  Bex  v.  M^Namee  nearly  approaches  it.  In  this 
case,  on  the  one  hand,  the  circumstance  that  the  prisoner  was  paid  the 
expenses  of  the  cattle,  and  also  that  the  customary  mode  of  remunera- 
tion was  by  the  day,  tend  to  show  that  he  was  a  mere  servant.  On 
the  other,  the  fact  of  his  being  a  drover  by  trade,  and  also  of  his  having 
liberty  to  drive  the  cattle  of  any  other  person,  by  the  general  usage 
with  respect  to  drovers,  raises  an  inference  that  he  was  not  a  servant." 
And  after  some  remarks  on  Hughes'  case,  already  noticed,  the  learned 
Judge  proceeds  to  state  the  question  thus.  *'It  is,  whether  the 
prisoner  had  the  custody  of  the  cattle,  as  a  servant  to  the  prosecutor, 
at  the  time  of  the  receipt  of  them.  And  we  think  that  he  could  not  be 
so  considered,  unless  in  driving  the  cattle  to  market  he  was  suehservanty 
and  the  prosecutor  responsible  for  any  negligent  act  of  his  in  driving 
them.  This  subject  has  undergone  much  discussion  of  late,  and  has 
been  placed  on  its  proper  footing  by  the  case  of  Quarman  v.  Bumeity 
and  other  cases,  one  of  which  is  that  of  a  general  drover,  who  was  held 
not  to  be  a  servant,  so  as  to  make  the  owner  of  the  cattle  responsible 
for  his  negligence." 

His  Lordship  adds  the  expression  of  a  doubt,  whether,  after  the  full 
consideration  which  the  subject  had  undergone,  the  case  of  M'Namee 
would  now  be  decided  the  same  way.  It  appears  to  us,  that  by  the 
judgment  in  Hey^s  case,  following  the  decisions  in  6  M.  &  W.  510,  and 
10  Law  Jour.  Q.B.  2 1,  that  of  M^Namee  must  be  considered  as  over- 
ruled. But,  whether  this  be  so  or  not,  Hey's  ease  is  an  authority,  in 
our  opinion,  for  holding  that  there  was  a  bailment,  and  not  a  charge 
merely,  in  the  case  before  us.  Although  there  was  no  evidence,  that 
the  prisoner  might  have  driven  the  cattle  of  other  persons,  had  he  so 
pleased,  and  although  he  was  paid  (or  to  be  paid)  his  expenses  on  the 
road,  as  a  servant  naturally  would  be,  yet  his  remuneration  was  to  be 
at  so  much  per  head,  of  the  prosecutor's  cattle,  and  his  business  seems 
clearly  to  have  been,  from  the  terms  of  the  contract,  that  of  a  drover, 
although,  perhaps,  it  may  not  have  been  in  his  case  strictly  a  trade, 
and  he  may  have  had  other  ordinary  or  occasional  occupations.  To 
hold  that  a  person  of  that  description,  engaged  on  such  a  service, 
becomes  thereby  the  employer's  servant,  subjecting  the  owner  of  the 
cattle  to  all  the  consequences  of  such  a  relation,  we  think  would  be  as 
little  consistent  with  reason,  as  with  law. 
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IS53.  This  judgment  being  founded  on  the  authorities  cited  bj  us,  and 

RxGECA  those  authorities  rery  clearly  m^ylnwg  the  distinctions,  in  reference  to 
which  cases  of  this  class  must  be  decided,  it  is  unnecessary  to  do  more 
than  notice  slightly  those  of  less  recent  date.  In  Ooodbody^s  case  (7), 
the  prisoner  was  a  goieral  drorer,  and  the  decision  was,  that  he  was  a 
bailee.  In  Marcey's  ease  (8),  on  the  contrary,  the  prisoner  was  a 
person  casually  employed  specifically  to  t«ke  the  cattle  to  a  certain 
place,  for  a  specified  sum,  and  there  show  them,  and  then  bring  them 
back.  That  was  a  tolerably  clear  case,  therefore,  of  enfhisted  charge 
only,  as  to  a  serrant  The  case  of  Jacktom,  in  2  Moody's  C.C.  32,  was 
similar.  The  prisoner  was  no  drorer,  but  hired  to  take  cattle  to  a 
place  named,  for  a  stated  sum.  Hmghet^  eate^  if  still  law,  was  not  a 
case  of  larceny,  but  of  embezzling  money  under  the  statute.  Now  the 
prisoner,  as  a  drorer,  would  naturally  hare  had  nothing  to  do  with 
wioMey,  the  proceeds  of  dattle  driren  by  him,  unless  he  had  been  him- 
self the  party  selling ;  which  he  was  not.  He  may,  therefore,  possibly 
hare  been  rightly  deemed  a  serrant,  within  the  meaning  of  that 
statute,  in  respect  of  the  money,  and  yet  hare  been  a  bailee  of  the 
cattle,  for  which  that  money  was  paid  him.  The  case  of  Stock  (9)  is 
•clearly  distiuguishable,  as  there  the  question  was,  not  whether  the 
circumstances  constituted  a  bailment,  but  whether  the  prisoner  did  or 
did  not  intend  to  steal,  at  the  time  when  he  receired  the  property. 

The  result  is,  upon  the  whole,  that  in  our  opinion  the  prisoner 

JLiffid^e^t  conriction  is  wrong;  and  he  will,  therefore,  be  discharged 

from  custody. 

Conviction  quashed. 

(7)  8  C.  &  P.  ees.        (8)  9  C.  ft  P.  35a        (9)  1  Moo.  C.C.  87. 
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EEGINA  V.  RYAN.    (1)  I85g. 

Nov,  16. 
Attempted  rape — DrunltenneU'-^InUntion, 

Stephen  C.J. 

The  prisoner  was  found  guilty  of  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit  a  rape.     At  ^^^^ 

the  time  of  committing  the  o£fence  he  was  intoxicated.  TJierry  J. 

Held,  {per  the  Ckitif  Justice  and  Therry,  J.)  in  cases,  such  as  this,  where  the 
crime  is  statutory,  and  intention  is  essential  to  the  charge,  the  jury  should  be 
instructed  that  they  must  find  the  specific  intent  charged,  and  that,  in  considering 
the  evidence  as  to  that  intent,  they  should  find  only  (if  the  prisoner  was  intoxicated) 
whether  he  was  so  much  intoxicated  as  not  to  have  been  able  to  form  any  specific 
intent. 

JDiekinson,  J.,  dissented  from  this  restriction  as  to  the  finding. 

Special  case  from  the  Bathurst  Assizes.    The  judgment  of  the  Coart 
was  pronounced,  after  consideration  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  prisoner  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice 
Dickinson^  at  the  late  Batburst  assizes,  on  a  charge  of  assault  on  a- 
f  emale,  with  intent  to  commit  a  rape.  The  prisoner,  at  the  time  of  the 
offence,  was  intoxicated.  His  Honor  previouslj,  on  repeated  occa- 
sions, instructed  the  Jury  in  similar  cases,  that,  in  judging  of  the 
intention,  they  should  take  the  fact  of  the  prisoner's  druukenness,  at  the 
time,  into  consideration.  In  deference,  howeyer,  to  supposed  decisions 
which  I  had  communicated  to  him,  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson  in  this  case 
told  the  Jury,  not  to  consider  the  prisoner's  intoxication  as  any  test  of 
intention.  But,  for  the  purpose  of  haying  the  question  settled.  His 
Honor  reseryed  it  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

"We  haye  fully  considered  this  very  important  question,  and  haye 
looked  into  all  the  cases  bearing  on  it,  including  those  of  Chrindley^ 
cited  in  and  oyerruled  by  OarrolVi  case  (2)  ;  the  cases  of  Thomas  and 
Meakin,  in  the  same  book  (3)  ;  Oruse's  case  (4)  ;  Monkhouse^s  case  (5)  ; 
and  the  case  of  Moore  (6)  ;  also  a  case,  not  elsewhere  reported,  Begina 
V.  Matthews,  before  Mr.  Baron  Alderson,  on  the  Norfolk  circuit,  on 
July  23rd,  1817,  Times  newspaper. 

And  the  authorities  appear  to  us  incontrovertibly  to  establish  the 
position,  in  accordance  with  Mr.  Justice  Dickinson's  former  rulings, 
that,  in  cases  where  intention  forms  a  material  ingredient,  as  a  question 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  Oct.  29,  Nov.  17,  1853.  (2)  7  C  &  P  145. 
(3)  Ibid.  817  and  297.  (4)  8  C  &  P  546.  (5)  4  Cox  C.  C.  56.  (6)  16  Jurist 
750. 
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^^^'        of  fact  for  the  Jury,  in  the  crime  charged,  drunkenness  is  a  matter  to 

Regina      be  taken  into  account.     This  prisoner,  therefore,   the  Jurj  having 

Ryan.       heen  told  that  his  intoxication  was  not  to  be  considered  at  all,  must 

It  appears,  however,  to  Mr.  Justice  Therry  and  myself,  that  the 
fact  of  intoxication  is  no  further  or  otherwise  to  be  considered,  than  in. 
reference  to  the  inquiry  whether  the  accu^^d  was  thereby,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Jury,  rendered  unable  to  form  any  specific  intention. 
It  is  undoubted  law,  most  f  oortunately  for  the  community,  that  dnmkcn- 
nesB  is  no  excuse  for  crime.  Por  every  act  done,  therefore,  to  the 
extent  of  the  injury  thereby  occasioned,  a  drunk^i  man  is  as  much 
reBponmble  aa  he  would  be  if  sober.  If  death  should  ensnie  from  any 
such  act,  the  drunkard  will  be  answerable  for  the  homicide,  as  entirely 
as  a  person  in  the  full  pocsession  of  his  fiiculties.  The  actual  inten- 
tion of  the  accused,  or  whether  he  had  any  intention  at  all,  in  such  a 
case,  would  be  immaterial.  If,  because  of  his  intoxication,  the  ques- 
tion could  be  regarded  whether  the  prisoner  really  contemplated  the 
result,  there  would  (to  use  the  language  of  the  learned  Judges  in 
CarrolVs  ease,)  be  no  safety  for  human  life. 

In  caaes,  however,  such  as  the  present,  where  the  oiime  is  statutory, 
9iid  intention  is  essential  to  the  charge,  the  fact  of  drunkenness  may 
undoubtedly  afEord  a  test,  occasionally,  of  person's  intention,  for 
he  may  have  been  so  affected,  as  not  to  know  what  weapon  be  was 
using,  or  whether  he  used  any,  and  to  be  unable,  in  point  of  fact,  to 
form  any  intention  at  all.  But,  if  the  test  is  sought  to  be  applied 
further,  we  must,  with  all  possible  respect  and  deference,  express  our 
utter  dissent.  The  question  would  become  one  of  physics,  and  not  of 
law.  Who  could  judge  of  a  drunken  man!s  motives,  designs,  or 
feelings,  at  a  given  moment,  or  in  the  doiug  of  a  particular  act,  if  the 
usual  and  only  known  indicia  and  means  of  deciding,  (that  is  to  say, 
those  which  form  the  test  and  guide,  in  the  case  of  men  who  are  sober,) 
were  removed  ?  "Who  could  ascertain  the  exact  degree  of  drunkenness, 
which  the  accused  had  attained,  and  by  what  rule  could  any  jury 
determine,  that  in  such  a  stage  drunkards  are  less  apt  to  be  operated 
on,  by  the  passions  which  are  known  or  concluded  to  actuate  sober 
men,  doing  the  same  things.  But  if,  in  favour  of  drunkards,  the  usual 
rules  are  to  be  departed  from,  so  that  they  shall  not  be,  although  sober 
men  are,  taken  to  intend  the  natural  consequences  of  their  acts,  what 
rule  can  be  substituted  ?  For  juries,  before  they  could  decide,  would 
require  to  know  not  merely  the  extent  of  inebriation,  but  how  the 
particular  individual  is  ordinarily  operated  on  by  it.     In  some  men, 
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liquor  taken  to  excees  appears  to  arouse,  or  aggravate,  every  evil        1853. 

temper.     In  others,  it  may  excite  feelings  less  malicious  or  angry,  than      Regina 

if  they  had  remained  sober.    What,  then,  is  to  be  the  guide,  what  the       j.  y* 

test  in  such  cases  ? 

Stephen  C.J. 

There  seems  no  limit  to  general  insecurity,  and  none  to  impunity 
for  drunkenness,  if  the  rule  be  once  broadly  laid  down,  that  intoxication 
is  to  be,  in  all  cases,  and  without  restriction,  a  test  of  the  intent 
charged.  A  man  voluntarily  makes  himself  a  drunkard.  He  may 
render  himself  so  purposely,  without  the  possibility  of  detection,  in 
order  with  impunity  to  commit  crime.  Inflicting,  when  drunk,  some 
grievous  injury  dangerous  to  life,  with  the  preconceived  design  to  kill, 
he  may  escape  conviction^  on  the  ground  that,  because  of  his  intoxica- 
tion, he  probably  had  no  such  design,  although  the  circumstances  may 
be  such,  that  had  the  man  been  but  sober,  or  a  little  less,  or  a  little  more 
intoxicated,  or  less  addicted  to  violence  when  drunk,  no  sane  person 
would  doubt  as  to  his  intention  for  one  moment.  If,  moreover,  the 
fact  is  to  be  regarded  in  cases  of  intention,  the  subject  of  positive 
enactment,  it  seems  impossible  to  exclude  it  as  a  test,  equally,  in  cases 
of  manslaughter,  intent  to  defraud,  and  other  similar  cases.  The 
mischiefs  of  such  a  rule,  so  uncertain  and  varying,  yet  so  extensive  in 
its  application,  would  be  intolerable. 

But,  confined  to  the  mere  question,  was  the  person  so  drunk  as  to  have 
no  power  to  form  any  specific  intention,  which  is  the  exemplification 
of  the  rule  given  alike  by  Mr.  Justice  Patfeson  in  Criue^s  case,  and 
by  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge  in  Monkhouse^s  case.  Mr.  Justice  Therry  and 
myself  conceive  that  drunkenness,  in  cases  where  intention  is  material, 
may  properly  be  considered  by  the  Jury  in  determining  whether  there 
was  any  such  intention.  We  think  that  in  cases  of  shooting  at, 
cutting,  wounding,  assaulting,  or  the  like,  with  intent  to  murder,  do 
grievous  bodily  harm,  commit  rape,  or  effect  some  other  result,  the 
Jury  should  be  instructed  that  they  must  find  the  specific  intent 
charged,  and  that,  in  considering  the  evidence  as  to  that  intent,  they 
should  find  only  (if  the  prisoner  was  intoxicated)  whether  he  was  so 
much  intoxicated  as  not  to  have  been  able  to  form  any  specific  intent. 

Mr.  Justice  Diekinmm  is  of  opinion  that  the  fact  of  drunkenness,  as 
affording  a  test  of  the  accused's  intention,  should  not  be  so  restricted 
in  its  application.  His  Honor  thinks  that  the  Jury  should  be 
instructed,  in  terms,  to  find  the  specific  intent  charged,  and  that,  in 
determining  that  question,  they  are  to  consider  the  evidence  of  intoxi- 
cation with  the  other  facts  disclosed  by  the  witnesses. 

Conviction  quashed. 
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1853.  WALSH  V.  M'DONOUGH.  (1) 

Malicious    prosecution — Evidence — "Malice" — Drfendant*s    belief   in    plainiiff'e 

Stephen  C.J.  $uiU — New  triaL 

Dickinson  J. 

Therrv  J  ^^^  defendant,  in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  cannot  be  asked  directly 

whether  he  acted  maliciously,  but  he  may  be  asked  whether,  at  the  time  of  the 
prosecution,  he  beliered  in  the  truth  of  the  charge. 

Where  there  was  before  the  Jury,  howeyer,  an  affidarit  by  the  defendant,  wherein 
he  had  actually  sworn  to  the  plaintiffs  guilt,  but  the  defendant's  direct  evidence  as 
to  his  helitf  had  been  excluded, 

held  {Therry,  J.  dissent iente)^  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  new  trial. 

New  Tbial  Motion.  The  action  was  for  malicious  prosecution,  and 
was  tried  before  Therry^  J.,  and  a  jury  of  four,  a  yerdict  for  the 
plaintiff  of  40s.  being  returned. 

Darvall,  moved  to  make  the  rule  absolute.  The  Judge  at  nisi  prius 
had  improperly  rejected  the  evidence  of  the  defendant,  as  to  his  havieg 
a  bona  Jide  heliei  of  .the  plaintiff^s  guilt  at  the  time  of  commencing 
proceedings  against  him. 

Broadhurat,  for  the  plaintiff,  contra.  It  was  for  the  jury  alone  to 
judge  of  the  defendant's  belief  from  all  the  circumstances,  and  not 
from  any  statement  of  his  own.  But  even  if  the  evidence  had  been 
improperly  rejected,  there  was  no  probability  of  a  different  result,  for 
the  jury  had  actually  before  them  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant, 
wherein  he  had  actually  sworn  to  the  plaintiff's  guilt. 

The  CorET  granted  a  new  trial,  costs  to  abide  the  event.  There 
were  two  questions  for  decision  in  a  trial  of  this  nature.  First, 
whether  or  not  there  was,  in  fact,  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for 
the  prosecution  ?  and  secondly,  whether,  if  there  was  no  such  cause  in 
reality,  the  defendant  had  a  bonajlde  belief  in  its  evidence?  The  gist 
of  the  case  was  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  malice ;  and  this 
question  was  to  be  decided  by  the  decision  of  the  jury  upon  facts. 
The  defendant  could  not  be  asked  directly  as  to  whether  he  had  acted 
maliciously  or  not.  He  might  nevertheless  be  asked  whether,  at  the 
time  of  the  prosecution  he  believed  in  the  truth  of  the  charge,  for  this 

(1)  The  Sydney  Morning  Herald,  14th  December,  1863  ;  and  6  S.C.E.  393  Note. 

Cited  6  S.C.B.  893. 
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was  a  fact  from  which  the  jury  might  or  might  not  infer  the  absence        ^^^- 
of  malice.    This  was  not  in  itself  any  proof  that  malice  was  wanting,      Wat^u 
for  a  man  might  prosecute  an  offence  from  the  most  malicious  motiyes,  m*Doxough. 
although  he  might  really  believe  the  party  to  be  guilty.    As  to  the    rm   n   ^ 
question  of  there  being  no  probability  of  a  different  result  the  Court 
was  not  unanimous.     Two  of  their  Honors  held  that,  as  the  direct 
evidence  of  a  defendant's  belief  had  been  excluded,  the  attention  of 
the  jury  might  have  been  >vithdrawn  from  the  affidavit  alluded  to. 
The  third  Judge,  however  (Mr.  Justice  Therry),  did  not  think  that 
under  the  circumstances  there  was  any  probability  of  a  different 
result,  the  defendant's  affidavit  having  been  before  the  Jury. 

Rule  ahsolutefor  new  trial. 


3  K 
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1854.  [In  Equity.] 

SMITH  AND  WIFE  v.  DAWES  and  otdehs.  (1) 


Jan,  18. 


Steplien  C.J. 

DicJnnsan  J.    ^  _  ,.        , 

f^Yid  Crown  grant — Orant  "in  tmtl  — Ahsenee  of  words  of  ^inheriianee  — "Devisees 

Therry  J.  tii  trust  for^* — StcUute  of  uses — Resulting  trust  in  the  Crown, 

In  a  Crown  grant  to  certain  persons,  *'  devisees  in  trust  for  W.,  their  heirs  and 
assigns  "  to  hold  to  them  *'  as  such  devisees  as  aforesaid,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever"  the  words  "  devisees  in  trust  for  W,,  dj^c.**  are  not  words  of  description  onljr, 
and  W.  is  named  as  a  person  talcing  a  beneficial  interest.  In  the  absence  of  words 
of  inheritance,  W.  only  takes  a  life  interest  therebj. 

The  case  is  substantial! j  the  same  as  if  the  grant  had  been  to  the  said  persons 
and  their  heirs,  in  trust  for  W.,  in  which  event  the  statute  of  uses  renders  tliem 
mere  conduit  pipes  for  the  vesting  of  the  legil  estate,  for  life,  in  W. 

On  the  death  of  W.,  the  inheritance  is  in  the  Crown,  as  on  a  resulting  use  by 
implication.     (Attorney' General  v.  Sgan  (2)  followed). 

The  reserved  judgment  in  this  case  was  delivered,  January  19,  by — 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  is  a  proceeding  in  equity,  to  obtain 
a  declaration  from  the  Court,  that  the  defendants  Dawes  and  Foster^ 
who  are  grantees  from  the  Crown  of  land  in  Bligh -street,  in  Sydney, 
are  trustees  for  Mrs.  Smith ,  and  to  direct  them  to  convey  the  land  to 
her,  or  as  she  or  her  trustees  shall  direct.  The  Attorney-General  is 
made  a  party,  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  Crown.  (3) 

The  circumstances  of  the  case  are  very  peculiar.  Samuel  Foster 
purchased  the  land  in  question,  in  the  year  1813  or  ISl*!,  and  occupied 
it  by  himself,  his  agent,  or  tenants,  up  to  the  time  of  his  death  (he 
being  then  in  England)  in  1819.  By  his  will,  Foster  devised  all  his 
property  to  trustees,  for  the  use  of  his  infant  daughter,  the  now 
plaintiff,  Mrs.  Smith.  From  that  time,  it  would  appear,  their  or  her 
agent  in  the  Colony  let  the  land,  up  to  the  year  1823,  when  a  Mr. 
Wynder  obtained  possession  of  it  (as  he  states)  under  that  individual. 
Into  whose  hands  it  next  fell,  we  have  no  evidence.  In  1832,  how- 
ever, one  Donnison  was  in  possession,  and  being  ostensibly  the  pro- 
prietor, his  interest  in  the  land  was  sold  by  the  Sheriff,  in  that  year  to 

(1)   The  Sydney  Morning  Serald,  Dec.  15,  1853 ;  Jan.  19,  1854.  (2)  Ante, 

p.  719.  (3)  On  the  part  of  the  Crown  all  interest  was  diflclaimed,  and  it  was  etated 
that  the  land  would  be  confirmed  to  which  ever  party  might  appear,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Court,  best  entitled  to  it. 


Stephen  C.  J. 
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Frederiek  Wright  Uhwin^  who  resold  to  Samuel  Terry,  and  the  latter        1854. 
to  Mary  Seynoldsj  wlio  derised  it  to  the  defendants  Dawes  and  Foster       Smith 
(together  with  one  Edwards,  now  absent  from  the  Colony)  in  trust  for      j.  ^' 
her  daughter  Harriet  Weaver^  but  with  what  further  limitations,  we 
are  not  informed.    In  1834,  these  parties  applied  to  the  Commissioners 
of  Claims,  for  a  grant  of  the  land  ;  but  what  evidence  they  adduced, 
or  what  representation  they  made,  to  show  title  in  Donnisov,  or  to 
deduce  a  title  (through  him  or  otherwise)  from   Wynder,  whose  pos- 
session in  1832,  unexplained,  might  have  been   deemed   sufficient 
evidence  of  title  in  him,  does  not  appear.     The  Commissioners,  how- 
ever, as  we  infer  from  their  report,  dated  in  December,  1835,  must 
have  had  some  evidence  on  these  points,  or  one  of  them,  and,  the 
claim  being  wholly  unopposed,  they  certified  in  favour  of  the  defen- 
dant's title.     The  grant  now  in  question   was  issued,  accordingly, 
bearing  date  the  7th  December,  183G. 

In  May,  1837,  the  plaintiflTs,  in  ignorance  of  the  actual  issue  of  that 
instrument,  preferred  'their  claim  to  the  land.  The  Commissioners, 
not  aware  that  the  grant  had  issued,  entertained  the  claim,  and,  after 
hearing  the  defendants  (then  equally  ignoront  of  the  fact,  apparently), 
and  taking  evidence  as  to  Wynder's  and  BonnisorCs  occupation,  "both 
of  whom  were  shown  to  have  come  in  under  Mrs.  Smith,  or  her  agent, 
they  reported  in  favour  of  the  new  claimants,  and  that  the  former 
recommendation  was  erroneous.  Upon  this,  it  seems,  the  grantees 
were  advised  (or  were  willing)  to  surrender  their  estate,  but  a  com- 
promise having  been  entered  into  between  their  cestui  que  trust 
Harriet  Weaver,  aod  the  complainants,  in  the  course  of  the  year 
1837,  by  which  she  recognised  their  title,  and  became  tenant  under 
them  of  the  premises,  nothing  more  was  done.  la  fact,  the  plaintiffs 
have  ever  since  been  in  possession  of  the  land.  Mrs.  Weaver  is  now 
dead,  and  the  defendants  are  advised  not  to  take  any  active  step  in 
the  matter.  A  judicial  decision,  therefore,  becomes  necessary,  and  the 
defendants  simply  submit  themselves  to  the  Court. 

The  grant  is  to  William  Dawes,  Thomas  Foster,  and  Thomas  Dyer 
Fdwards,  **  devisees  in  trust  for  Harriet  Weaver,  their  h^irs  and 
assigns  "  to  hold  to  them,  "  as  such  devisees  as  aforesaid,  their  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever/'  It  contains  no  declaration,  otherwise  than  as 
aforesaid,  as  to  the  particular  interest  of  Mrs.  Weaver,  or  what  or 
whose  devise  is  referred  to  ;  nor  is  there  any  limitation  over,  in  the 
event  of  her  death.  The  instrument  contains  the  usual  clauses, 
providing  for  buildings  by  the  grantees,  and  the  payment  of  quit-rent ; 
and  there  is  a  clause  or  proviso  (on  the  effect  of  which,  however,  the 
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1854.        plaintiffs  offered  no  argument),  that  the  "lawful  right  of  all  parties 


Smith       other  than  the  grantees,  in  the  land  granted,  shall  enure  and  be  held 
''\ ,        harmless,"  anything  in  the  grant  notwithstanding.      The  plainti& 


Stephen  C.J. 


insist  that  the  grant  is  void  for  uncertainty^  but,  if  not,  then  that  the 
grantees  hold  for  the  parties  entitled,  namely,  Samuel  Fo9ter*g  repre- 
sentatives. The  grantees,  on  their  part,  suggest  that  any  estate 
rested  in  them,  if  any,  is  by  Harriet  Weaver^s  death  at  an  end. 

We  are  of  that  opinion,  and  that  this  case,  in  effect,  is  not  distinguish- 
able from  the  Attorney- General  v,  Ryan,  in  this  Court  (4)*  The 
limitation  there,  no  doubt,  was  in  terms  less  removed  from  ambiguity, 
for  it  was  to  the  grantees,  and  their  heirs,  "  in  trust  for  "  a  third  party, 
whereas  here  it  is  to  the  grantees,  "  devisees  in  trust  for  "  the  third 
party,  with  the  words  "  and  their  heirs  "  then  following.  We  cannot 
infer,  however,  that  the  words  "  devisees  in  trust  for  Harriet  Weaver  " 
are  words  of  description  only ;  for,  unless  she  was  named  as  the  person 
beneficially  interested,  what  is  there  to  take  this  case  out  of  the  rule, 
that  without  words  of  inheritance  added,  the  party  takes  an  interest 
for  life  only.  It  could  hardly  be  contended  that  the  grantees  in  trust 
were  to  take  beneficially.  If  not,  they  took  (or  were  intended  to  take) 
the  land,  only  for  Harriet  Weaver's  life.  Had  the  grant  been,  in 
terms,  to  the  defendants  and  their  heirs,  in  trust  for  her,  the  case 
would  have  been  clear,  that  they  were  conduit  pipes  only,  by  force  of 
the  Statute  of  Uses,  for  the  vesting  of  the  legal  estate,  for  her  life, 
not  in  them  but  in  their  cestui  que  use.  But  a  dif&culty  is  certainly 
introduced  by  the  insertion  of  the  word  devisees  before  the  words  "  in 
trust."  We  think,  however,  that  substantially  the  case  is  the  same, 
and  that,  as  there  is  no  reason  for  their  having  the  legal  estate,  at  any 
time,  and  the  interest  or  estate  of  Weaver,  there  being  no  words  of 
inheritance  annexed  to  the  latter,  terminated  with  her,  the  grantees 
had  none  at  her  death  but  that,  on  that  event,  the  inheritance  was  in 
the  Crown,  as  on  a  resulting  use  by  implication.  See  the  authorities, 
in  the  case  already  cited. 

The  rule  obtained  in  this  case,  therefore,  must  be  discharged,  and, 
as  the  defendants  have  advanced  no  claim,  and  offered  no  opposition, 
and  are  unnecessarily  brought  before  the  Court  (except,  indeed,  for 
the  plaintiffs'  benefit,  in  a  view  to  an  authoritative  declaration,  on 
which  to  found  proceedings  elsewhere),  they  are  entitled  to  their  costa. 

We  neither  express  no  desire  to  intimate  an  opinion,  as  to  the  power 
of  this  Court  to  rectify  erroneous  conclusions  or  correct  grants  issued 

(4)  Ante,^.  719, 
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by  the  Crown  upon  conclusions,  formed  by  the  Commissioners  for        1854. 

Claims,  as,  in  effect,  we  have  in  this  case  been  asked  to  do.    The       Smith 

question  is  one  of  very  great  importance,  and  it  demands  the  most      ^^^ 

mature  consideration.    Those  on  whom  the  duty  may  devolve  on  a 

future  occasion  of  arguing  it,  will  do  well  to  consult  the  cases  decided      ^^^ 

in  this  Court,  of  Walker  v.  Wehb,  in  1845  (5)  ;  of  Spencer  v,  Qray^  in 

18i8  (6) ;  of  Terry  v.  Wilson,  in  1849  (7)  ;  and  of  Clarke  v.  Terry, 

in  1853  (8),  in  each  of  which  the  point  will  be  found  more  or  less 

entered  into. 

^ule  discharged,  with  costs, 

(5)  Ante,  p.  253.         (6)  Ante,  p.  477.         (7)  Ante,  p.  522.         (8)  Ante,  p.  763. 
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[Is  Equitt.] 

1854. 

jfeft.  15.  TEERT  r.  OSBOENE  ajid  akotheb.  (I) 

£id^s^j\        Equitable  Mortgage-^ Begiitration-'^  WUL  IV.,  No,  21,  s.  S—Contrihutiou^ 
and  Pccrties, 

Thtrry  J. 

H.,  being  the  owner  of  certain  land  in  the  coanty  of  Northomberland,  for 
which  a  Grant  had  not  yet  issued,  mortgaged  the  same,  with  other  property,  to 
the  plaintiff  in  1838,  by  a  deposit  of  the  deeds  with  a  memo,  of  the  loan,  and  a 
promise  to  execate  a  mortgage.  This  was  not  registered.  In  1843,  H.  conveyed 
this  land  among  a  large  number  of  properties  (by  a  registered  transfer)  to  the 
Bank  of  A.,  from  which  the  defendant  0.  purchased,  and  a  Grant  was  issued  to  O. 
in  1851  in  accordance  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Commissioners. 

Hdd,  the  plaintiff  was  a  mortgagee  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  5  Will.  IV., 
No.  21,  s.  8,  and  the  equitable  mortgage  had  the  same  effect  as  if  the  Grant  had 
issued  before  the  date  thereof.  Under  the  terms  of  the  conveyance  to  the  Bank 
the  latter  took  no  more  interest  in  the  land  than  H.  then  had.  The  plaintiff, 
however,  could  not  make  the  defendants  liable  for  the  whole  of  her  claim  as 
mortgagee,  inasmuch  as  the  proprietors  of  the  oth^r  lands  included  in  the  mort- 
gage were  liable  to  contribute.  These  should  be  made  parties,  in  order  to  be 
present  at  the  account. 

Eqctiit  Appeal.  This  was  argued,  Dec.  24,  1853,  by  the  Solicitor 
General,  Foster,  and  Broadhurst,  for  the  appellants,  the  defendants 
below,  and  Darvall,  for  the  respondent. 

The  reserved  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered,  Feb.  15, 135  i,  by 

The  Chief  Justice.  This  is  an  Appeal  in  Equity,  from  a  Decree 
made  by  the  Primary  Judge,  by  which  the  plaintiff  is  declared  to  be  an 
equitable  mortgagee,  under  a  deposit  of  deeds  and  memorandum  in 
writing,  of  lands  in  the  County  of  Northumberland,  granted  by  the 
Crown  to  Osborne,  and  by  him  conveyed  to  the  other  defendant  Hales. 
The  original  locatee  of  the  land,  holding  the  same  under  the  usual 
promise  of  a  grant,  was  one  Moran,  who  sold  (or  from  whom,  by  some 
other  means,  the  land  passed)  to  Bettington,  who  conveyed  to  J.  T. 
Hughes;  under  whom,  both  parties  alike  claim.  And  the  plaintifE^s 
case  is,  that  Hughes  borrowed  from  her  £2,000,  in  the  month  of  March, 
1838,  on  ihe  security  of  that  and  some  other  land ;  he  thereupon  depo- 
siting the  deeds  of  the  properties,  with  a  memorandum  of  the  loan 
and  its  terms,  accompanied  by  a  promise  to  execute  a  mortgage,  at 
some  future  day.  Soon  afterwards  the  plaintiff  took  possession  of 
Moran^s  location  (the  property  now  in  question),  and  she  has  retained 

(I)  The  Sydney^  Morning  Herald,  Dec.  26,  1853;  Feb.  16,  1864. 
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such  possession  ever  since.    The  memorandam  of  deposit  was  never        ^^^• 


Tegistered^bowever,  underthe  Aet6  Q-eo.  IV,  No.  22,  and  the  plaintiff       Teery 
has  never  obtained  any  further  security  by  formal  mortgage.  Osbornb 

The  defendants'  case  is,  that  Hughes  convoyed  this  land,  as  they  Stephen  C.J. 
insist,  to  the  Bank  of  Australia,  in  April,  181^3,  together  with  a  great 
number  of  other  properties ;  and  that  the  defendant,  Osborne^  having 
purchased  from  the  Bank  on  the  6th  January,  1851,  as  he  alleges,  all 
the  estate  formerly  of  Hughes  which  there  then  remained  undis- 
posed of,  obtained  from  the  Bank  (on  the  22nd  January)  a  conveyance 
of  that  estate,  including  the  land  in  question.  And  the  defendants 
contend,  that  the  supposed  previous  equitable  mortgage,  if  it  existed 
at  all  (a  fact  which  they  deny),  cannot  affect  their  title,  because  the 
Bank,  and  at  any  rate  Osborne^  had  no  notice  or  knowledge  of  any 
such  security,  and  Hughes^ s  registered  conveyance  to  the  Bank,  there- 
fore, had  priority  over  it. 

With  these  facts  before  them,  the  Commissioners  for  G-rants 
reported  in  favour  of  Osborne^  in  opposition  to  the  claim  of  Mrs. 
Terry ;  and,  on  the  30th  December,  1851,  a  grant  was  issued  to  him 
accordiugly.  And  the  defendants-  insist,  that  such  report  or  recom- 
mendation, by  a  tribunal  created  for  the  purpose  of  settling  claims  to 
land  (in  cases  where  no  grant  has  previously  issued),  is  equivalent  to  a 
judicial  decision,  and  final  between  the  parties.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  same  statute  which  created  that  tribunal,  it  was  answered  for  the 
plaintiffs,  expressly  gives  effect  to  mortgages,  notwithstanding  the  issue 
of  a  grant,  if  the  land  would  have  been  bound  thereby,  in  case  the 
grant  had  issued  previously. 

There  are  other  facts  in  the  case,  introduced  either  by  the  plaintiff 
or  the  defendants.  One  is,  the  sequestration  of  Hughes's  estate  as 
insolvent,  in  September,  1813,  and  a  release  to  the  plaintiff  in  Decem- 
ber, 1814,  by  the  assignees  of  that  estate,  of  their  supposed  equity  of 
redemption,  in  the  several  mortgaged  properties.  That  release,  how- 
ever, clearly  conveyed  nothing ;  for,  whatever  Hughes  had  in  the 
premises,  was  (as  we  have  shown)  conveyed  by  him  to  the  Bank,  by 
the  deed  of ^ April,  1843.  Or,  at  the  utmost,  the  plaintiff  aquired  by  it 
the  assignee's  right  to  redeem  as  against  ike  Banh^  the  conveyance  of 
1843,  itself  being  by  way  of  mortgage  only.  Another  matter  insisted 
on  for  the  plaintiff  was,  that  the  conveyance  to  the  Bank  was  void, 
under  the  5  Vic,  No.  17,  s.  8,  as  having  been  made  at  a  time  when 
Hughes  was  insolvent,  in  preference  of  one  existing  creditor  to  another. 
The  question,  also,  of  knowledge  or  negligence  in  the  Bank,  at  that 
date,  as  affecting  their  right  to  hold,  or  convey,  except  only  subject  to 
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1854.        the  plaintiff's  mortgage,  although  unregistered,  was  much  dwelt  on  in 
Terry       the  argument.    In  the  view,  however,  which  we  take  of  the  case,  all 
Osborne      *^®8®  matters  hecome  immaterial. 

Stephen  C.J.  The  question,  moreover,  which  arose  in  the  case  of  Osborne  v.  Camp- 
hell,  whether  the  purchase  hy  Otbome  was  (as  alleged  by  him)  of  all 
Hugheis  then  unsold  estate,  or  was  merely  of  aU  the  remaining  insoU 
vency  assets,  derived  by  the  Bank  from  the  assignee's,  under  a  deed 
dated  the  6th  January,  1846,  has  not  been  made  in  this  case.  So  that 
the  defendant  Osborne,  we  shall  assume,  took  from  the  Bank  of 
Australia  in  1851,  under  the  conveyance  of  22nd  January,  whatever 
the  Bank  then  had  to  give  him.  And  the  first  question  accordingly  is, 
what  did  the  Bank  acquire  in  MoratCs  location,  by  the  conveyance  of 
April,  1834  ; — the  land  itself,  or  only  JwyAtf*'*  interest  in  the  land  ? 

That  conveyance  recites  that  Hughes  was  *'  seized  of  or  otherwise 
well  entitled  to,  or  interested  in"  divers  estates  and  lands,  and  that  he 
was  largely  indebted  to  the  Bank,  and  that  it  had  been  agreed,  before  the 
extension  of  the  debt  to  its  then  amount,  that  he  should  execute  a 
mortgage  of  ^^  all  his  real  estates  and  hereditaments"  as  therein  men- 
tioned : — and  then  Hughes  grants,  bargains,  sells,  releases,  and  assigns 
and  transfers,  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Bank  (in  accordance  with  the 
Act  of  Council  in  that  behalf)  on  behalf  of  the  Bank,  and  to  his  heirs, 
executors,  or  administrators,  according  to  the  nature  of  his  interest 
therein,  all  his  lands  and  hereditaments  (or  his  interest  therein)  by 
the  following  words :  *'  All  and  singular  the  lands,  hereditaments,  and 
premises,  of  or  in  which  the  said  Hughes,  or  any  person  in  trust  for 
him,  is  seized  or  possessed,  or  otherwise  entitled,  in  possession,  rever- 
sion, remainder,  or  expectancy,  or  wherein  he  has  any  equity  of 
redemption,  or  other  estate,  right,  or  interest,  at  law  or  in  equity, 
situate  and  being  in  the  City  of  Sydney,  or  elsewhere  in  the  County  of 
Cumberland,  by  whatever  description  or  title  the  same  may  be  called  or 
known."    Then  follows  an  exception  of  such  lands,  situate  as  afore- 
said, as  were    comprised  in    another    deed  specified,    '^AU   which 
hereditaments  are  intended,  for  convenient  reference,  to  be  comprised 
in  the  schedule  hereunto  annexed,  yet  so,  nevertheless,  that  no  omis- 
sion in  them,  of  any  hereditaments  of  the  said  Hughes,  situate  as  afore- 
said, shall  control  or  abridge  the  general  description  hereinbefore  con- 
tained : — **  And  also  the  other  lands  and  hereditaments,  situate  else* 
where  in  the  Colony,  which  are  particularised  in  the  said  schedules." 
Then  follow  the  usual  words  of  amplification,  all  houses  and  easements, 
all  reversions,  and  remainders,  and  all  the  conveying  party's  right,  title, 
and  interest,  Ac.    Two  schedules  are  annexed.    In  the  first  Sydney 
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mentioned  as  being  under  mortgage.     In  the  second  schedule  it  would      Tbrrt 
seem,  therefore  (and  it  was  indeed  not  denied),  the  Ovmherland  pro-     o-borne 
perties,  as  well  as  other  country  lands,  generally,  are  enumerated  pro- 
miscnouflly.    Among  the  properties,  comprising  a  vast  number,  the 
estate  in  question  occurs,  described  as  "  Maran*s  grant^'  simply.    And 
not  one  of  the  whole  is  stated  to  be  incumbered. 

It  was  strenuously  maintained  for  the  defendants  that  as  MorarCa 
land  was  not  in  Cumberland^  and  as  the  words  *'  or  wherein  he  has  any 
equity  of  redemption,"  refer  (in  terms,  at  all  events),  only  to  lands 
th&re^  or  in  Sydney,  and  there  is  no  such  qualification  expressed,  with 
respect  to  lands  eituaie  elsewhere^  but  these  latter  are  in  separate  part 
of  the  clause,  all  such,  and  Moran's,  of  course,  among  them,  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  conveyed  absolutely.  Were  this  so,  the  convey- 
ance no  doubt  might  (and,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  in  the  Bank,  or 
matter  equivalent,  it  would)  defeat  the  plaintiffs  unregistered  mort- 
gage, by  the  express  provisions  of  the  Begistry  Act.  But  we  do  not 
think  that  the  conveyance  can  be  so  construed.  The  Sydney  and 
Cumberland  properties,  it  appears  to  us,  were  separately  mentioned  for 
the  sake  of  the  exception  following,  which  exclusively  refers  to  land 
there  situate.  And  then,  that  exception  having  been  introduced,  the 
words,  ''also  the  other  hereditaments  situate  elsewhere,"  naturally 
follow,  not  as  indicating  any  more  enlarged  estate,  or  interest, 
possessed  or  meant  to  be  conveyed  in  these,  but  solely  as  marking  a 
more  extended  locality.  Nothing  could  justify  the  supposition  that 
something  beyond  this  was  intended  short  of  proof,  which  the  facts 
show  to  be  impossible,  that  Sydney  and  Cumberland  properties  alone 
were  mortgaged,  the  other  country  properties,  without  exception,  being 
free  from  incumbrance.  But  there  is  no  assignable  reason  why  this 
debtor  should  have  made  the  supposed  distinction.  It  is  clear  to  our 
apprehension  that  Hughet  meant  by  the  deed,  he  being  embarrassed,, 
but  possessed  of  enormous  landed  property,  held  in  various  ways  to 
pledge  whatever  interest  he  had  in  it,  he  apprising  the  Bank,  as  the 
instrument  itself  does,  that  (as  to  nome  of  the  lands  at  least)  that 
interest  was  qualified  only.  The  mixing  up  of  all  the  country  proper- 
ties, including  those  in  Cumberland,  in  the  same  schedule,  tends  to 
strengthen  our  opinion.  There  is  certainly  an  absolute  covenant  for 
enjoyment  most  inconsistenly  introduced,  for  how  could  every  pro- 
perty (without  exception,  as  Hughes  is  made  to  undertake),  in  the  face 
of  a  deed  and  schedule  so  worded,  be  enjoyed  free  from  incumbrance  ? 
On  the  other  hand,  there  is  no  covenant  whatever  for  title.  Our 
opinion  is  founded,  however,  on  the  general  terms  of  the  deed  in  the 
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•  V, 

Osborne. 
Stephen  C.J. 


Terry  transferred  all  that  there  was  in  the  party  lawfully  to  convey,  and* 
nothing  more.  The  covenant  for  enjoyment,  indeed,  might  be  taken 
to  mean  only  that  incumbrances  should  be  paid  off ;  or,  that  whatever 
was  conveyed  (an  equity  of  redemption,  for  example,)  should  be 
enjoyed ;  not  that  the  lands  described,  without  regard  to  the  extent  of 
Hughe8*8  interest  therein,  should  be  so  enjoyed. 

The  position  of  the  Bank,  therefore,  as  to  MoraiCu  location,  was 
simply  that  of  Hughes  at  the  time  of  his  conveyance  to  the  Bank. 
That  is  to  say,  the  Bank  had  (or  thereby  became  entitled  to)  the  legal 
estate ;  but  the  plaintiff  was  entitled,  by  virtue  of  her  memorandum, 
to  have  that  legal  estate  that  transferred  to  her,  by  way  of  mortgage. 
Or,  by  the  practice  of  the  Courts,  in  case  of  equitable  mortgage,  she 
might  claim  (as  she  does  in  this  suit)  to  have  the  land  sold,  to  satisfy 
the  amount  due  to  her. 

A  formal  difficulty  is  introduced,  by  the  circumstance  that  the  legal 
estate,  until  the  recent  issue  of  the  grant,  has  in  fact  been  in  the 
Crown.  But  the  difficulty  is  formal  only,  and  since  equity  regards 
the  substance  of  things,  the  relative  rights  of  the  parties  remain 
unaffected  by  it.  Practically,  and  in  general  acceptation,  the  owner 
of  the  land  in  March,  1838,  was  Hughes ;  and  after  that  date  the 
plaintiff  was  its  equitable  mortgagee.  The  remaining  interest  of 
Hughes  passing  first  to  the  Bank,  and  then  to  Osborne,  the  latter  was 
entitled  to  the  grant  as  their  representative.  But  he  could  acquire 
from  neither,  by  his  purchase  in  1851,  any  greater  right  or  interest 
than  the  bank  itself  then  had  to  confer.  The  defendant  consequently 
cannot  escape  the  liability  of  Hughes^  or  the  bank,  to  perfect  Mrs. 
Terry^s  mortgage,  unless  a  new  position  was  gained  by  him,  or  a  new 
right  given  by  the  issue  to  him  of  that  grant. 

By  the  5  ^  ill.  lY,  No.  21,  s.  8,  it  is  enacted  that  '^  all  mortgages 
which  would  have  bound  the  lands  in  case  grants  thereof  had  been 
given,  under  the  Great  Seal,  before  such  mortgages  were  made  or 
given,  shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  with  respect  to  such  lands, 
after  grants  thereof  made  and  delivered,  as  if  the  same  had  been  made 
and  delivered  before  the  dates  of  such  mortgages.*'  The  only  question 
then  is,  as  to  this  point,  was  the  transaction  between  Hughes  and  the 
plaintiff  in  March,  1838,  a  mortgage  within  the  meaning  of  the  enact- 
ment ;  that  is  to  say,  in  case  a  grant  thereof  had  thentofore  been 
given.  As  observed  in  the  case  of  Hale  v,  Morris  (2),  8rd  Term,  18:19. 
the  clause  under  consideration  is  very  loosely  worded  ;  and  perplexing 

(8)  The  Sydney  Mominy  Merald,  December  l9/l84d. 
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questions  may,  therefore,  be  expected  to  arise  upon  it.     But  we  are        1854. 


clearly  of  opinion,  that  an  equitable  mortgage,  by  deposit  of  title  deeds,       Terby 

and  written  memorandum,  is  as  entirely  within  the  enactment,  in  v, 

letter  and  in  spirit,  as  the  most  formal  instrument  under  seal. 

Stephen  C.J. 
The  objection,  that  a  mortgage  by  deposit  and  memorandum  only 

afEects  the  conscience,  and  does  not  bind  the  land,  is  one  scarcely  worth 

notice.    No  doubt  the  transaction  gives  no  title  at  law.     But  neither 

would  any  conveyance  whatever,  in  the  then  state  of  things,  have  given 

such  a  title.    If,  however,  we  assume  that  Sughes  had  at  the  time  a 

grant,  the  transaction  would  then  have  "bound  the  land,''  in  this 

jurisdiction  at  least,  and  in  the  sense  in  which  equity  regards  such 

matters.    The  Legislature,  we  are  satisfied,  could  not  have  used  the 

term  in  its  strict  legal  sense ;   for  why  should  equitable  mortgages 

have  been  refused  protection  ?     And  what,  after  all,  is  the  difference 

between  the  two  species,  but  this,  that  the  one  transaction  affects  the 

land,  so  as  to  convey  a  legal  estate,  while  the  other  affects  it  (in  other 

words,  is  a  charge)  precisely  to  the  same  extent,  without  conveying  any 

more  than  an  equitable  estate?    At  law,  in  the  former  case,  the 

mortgagee  is  strictly  the  owner.     But,  in  equity,  in  each  case  alike, 

the  property  is  still  the  mortgagor's,  the  debt  being  the  substantial 

transaction,  and  the  conveyance  operating  to  create  a  lien  only.     The 

debt,  in  other  words,  is  the  principal,  and  the  land  the  incident. 

Surely  a  lien  is  something  which  "  binds  "  the  land.     See  the  cases  in 

6,  Jarm.  Byth.,  109-112. 

It  follows  that  the  defendant  Osborne  conveyed  to  Sales,  by  the 
provisions  of  the  enactment,  an  incumbered  property  only,  and  that 
equally  in  the  hands  of  either,  the  land  is  liable  to  satisfy  the  incum- 
brance. 

The  question,  however,  whether  it  can  be  so  made  liable  in  this  suit, 
as  it  now  stands,  and  without  contribution  from  the  other  properties, 
which  were  alike  included  in  the  same  mortgage,  is  one  of  much  more 
difficulty.  The  result  of  our  judgment  is,  after  a  review  of  all  the 
authorities,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  exclusively  make  this  land  liable, 
and  that  the  proprietors,  severally,  of  the  other  lands  included  in  the 
charge,  must  be  called  on  to  answer  her  claim,  jointly  with  these 
defendants.  There  were,  it  appears,  three  separate  estates  thus 
included,  all  equally  made  liable  to  the  debt,  and  not  one  created  the 
primary,  with  the  others  the  subsidiary  securities.  All  these  are  now, 
probably,  in  different  hands,  and  why  should  this  plaintiff  have  the 
power  to  select  which  shall  satisfy  the  debt,  and  which  be  exempted 
from  it  ?  The  fact  may  be,  even,  that  another  of  the  three  properties 
is  in  her  own  hands.  On  what  principle  shall  she  be  permitted,  passing; 
that  by,  to  seek  satisfaction  from  Moran's  land  alone  P  The  Primary 
Judge,  not  disputing  that  there  might  be  a  claim  for  contribution,  as 
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^^^        between  tbe  properties,  sapposiiig  tbe  three  to  bare  come  to  Osborne, 

Terry      oi*  more  than  the  one  sold  to  XJales  to  liaye  so  came,  r^arded  tiie 

OsBo  matter  as  one  for  subsequent  adjustment.    Bat  the  particular  facts 

now  suggested,  respecting  the  ownersbip  of  tbe  two  other  mortgaged 

tep  en  t.  .  pi^perties,  and  supposing  them  to  have  become  vested  in  the  plaintiff 

herself,  or  in  parties  not  claiming  under  Osborne^  or  the  Bank,  appear 

to  have  escaped  observation. 

The  rule  as  to  contribution,  a  branch  of  the  law  of  the  same  nature 
with  that  of  marshalling,  is  thus  stated  in  Spence'e  Equity^  vol.  2, 
p.  837 :  '*  Where  several  estates,  or  parts  of  estates,  are  comprised  in 
one  mortgage,  and  they  devolve  on  or  become  vested  in  (by  devise, 
descent,  or  otherwise)  several  persons,  the  general  rule  is  that  each 
estate  or  part,  according  to  its  value,  shall  bear  a  proportionate  part  of 
the  mortgage  money."  See  the  note  to  Averall  v.  Wade  (3),  the  cases 
and  notes  in  5  Jarm.  Bjfth,,  376,  and  9  ibid^  122  and  129.  But  our 
judgment  proceeds  on  the  principle,  as  to  this  point,  that  the  security 
here  being  jointly  on  three  properties  or  more,  for  one  sum  of  money, 
which  all  are  bound  rateably  to  satisfy,  all  tbe  proprietors  should  alike 
be  called  on,  in  the  first  instance,  in  order  that  each  may  be  present  at 
the  account^  in  the  taking  of  which  all  are  interested.  For  the  plaintifE 
having  long  been  in  possession  of  one  of  these  estates,  and  perhaps  of 
a  second,  under  her  mortgage,  may  to  a  great  extent  have  been  paid, 
and  the  owners  or  owner  not  before  the  Court,  and  who  may  know 
nothing  of  these  proceedings,  must  not  incur  the  risk  of  prejudioe 
(when  eventually  made  to  contribute),  by  the  possible  collusion  or 
negligence  of  the  present  litigants,  in  the  taking  of  such  account. 
Stokes  V.  Clendon  (4). 

The  decree  of  the  Primary  Judge  will,  therefore,  be  altered,  in 
directing  relief,  and  an  account,  as  the  case  now  stands.  On  the 
other  hand,  we  shall  not  dismiss  the  Bill,  for  the  objection  as  to  want 
of  parties,  has  not  been  taken  by  the  defendants.  The  cause  will 
stand  over,  without  any  order  as  to  costs  on  either  side,  with  leave  to 
the  plaintiff  to  amend,  by  adding  parties,  or  otherwise,  as  she  may  be 
advised. 

It  will  be  collected  from  what  precedes,  and  indeed  we  intimated  aa 
much  during  the  argument,  that  we  entertain  no  doubt  as  to  the  exist- 
ence and  execution  at  the  date  alleged,  of  the  memorandum  of  deposit 
relied  on.  The  conclusions  arrived  at,  it  will  be  observed,  render  it 
unnecessary  for  us  to  notice  the  other  matters  introduced. 

Order  accordingly, 

(3)  LI.  and  G.,  temp.  Sugden,  264.  (4)  In  notit,  8  Swans,  150. 


Sydney :  CbarlM  Potter,  Government  Printer.— 160a 
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